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Behind Soweto 


When Black rioters went on the ram- 
page in the South African township of Soweto, 
near Johannesburg, causing a confrontation 
with the Police which resulted in a number 
of deaths, the reaction of the news media in 
Britain was of course thoroughly predictable. 

“This,” the papers screamed, “will 
teach the South African authorities that 
reforms are long overdue”’. More or less the 
same line was followed by the commentators 
on TV and radio. 

It seems to have become almost like a 
Pavlovian Dog reflex, among modern liberals 
(which means just about all the British 
communications establishment) that when- 
ever anyone riots anywhere in the world 
(well, almost anywhere) there is behind the 
riot a noble cause celebre in the form of just 
greivances unredressed — rather than the 
plain and simple fact of a political axe to 
grind. Similarly, the riot is almost always 
assumed to be quite spontaneous — the 
action of people who a moment ago were 
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going ordinarily about their business and 
were suddenly ‘provoked’ beyond endurance 
by the harshness of those in power. 

In the real world of course this simply 
is not the way things happen. There is not a 
riot of any kind that occurs ‘spontaneously’; 
every riot that has substantial political rami- 
fications is organised and planned, and, far 
from the notion that people getting killed is a 
subject of sorrow and rage on the part of the 
organisers, such deaths are usually a desired 
object — useful in whipping up further hate 
against authority. 

And furthermore, whether behind the 
rioting there is a genuine grievance or not, 
that is a completely secondary matter; of 
first importance is the use of the riot to 
further the political objectives of those who 
engineer it. The grievance is not the cause, 
only the pretext. 

The real cause of the rioting in Soweto 
is not the anger of the local blacks at having 
to learn Afrikaans in school, it is the desire 
of International Communism to topple the 


request. Advertising matter, accompanied. by pre-payment, must be submitted at least one month 
prior to the publishing date (normally the first day of each month) of the issue for which the 
advertisement is intended. The Editor reserves the right to refuse to publish advertisements 
submitted. 

The Editor is pleased to receive from readers manuscripts of articles for possible publication 
which should normally be not longer than 1,250 words and typed in double-spacing. No payment is 
made for articles published, which become Spearhead copyright unless authors specifically request 
otherwise at the time they submit their manuscripts. The Editor reserves the right to shorten or 
otherwise amend articles accepted for publication should shortage of space or editorial judgment 
require such alteration to be made. 

Those wishing to re-print Spearhead articles must first gain the permission of the Editor and 
undertake to include with the re-printed matter the author’s name and the name and address of 
Spearhead, 


Page two 


Blacks riot 
in Soweto. 
Spontaneous? 


South African Government and bring South 
Africa to chaos. With that end in view the 
Communists are very adept in picking on 
local agitators to stir things up for them, 
then calling upon all the bleeding-heart 
liberals around the world to wring their 
hands in anguish and outrage when the 
authorities concerned do the only proper 
thing — come down on the rioters with a fist 
of steel. 

That we do not back up the South 
African Government and Police when they 
do this is a measure of the idiocy that reigns 
throughout most of the Western World 
today — an idiocy which, if not cured, will 
ultimately lead to Western suicide. 


Nothing else to 
write about? 


One often hears Britons ask whether 
the long rigmarole of American elections, 
with all their primaries and their razzamataz, 
is really necessary. Such people should spare 
a thought for British journalists, for it some- 
times seems that without American elections 
they would have little left to write about. 

Tell us, please, is there actually some 
order to the British press from high above 
that when an American election — even 
though just a primary one — is on, all news- 
papers regularly make it the main front- 
page story? Is there an organised conspiracy 
to ram American politics down the throats 
of the British people? 

Or are we just getting paranoic and 
imagining things? Is it just that the press 
quite spontaneously treat American affairs 
in this way, without any superior directive, 
purely because our journalists really and 
genuinely believe of their own accord that 
this is the right order of priorities. 

_ In either event may we suggest that 
that famed British quality, a sense of balance, 
seems to have been lost and that we would 
do well to set about acquiring it again. 

American elections, when all is said 
and done, are simply foreign news. In days 
when balance reigned, foreign news had its 
place in the British media depending on the 


import — and of the foreign country con- 
cerned. As foreign countries go, America is 
more important than most and we would 
expect an American election to receive more 
coverage than an election in, say, Uruguay, 
Denmark or Afghanistan. But we would not 
expect it to force everything that is happening 
in Britain onto the inside pages of one after 
another British newspaper. 

Unless we’d gone off our heads. 
Perhaps we have. 


Blinkered internationalism 


According to the Prime Minister, Mr 
Callaghan, Britain cannot fight unemploy- 
ment alone. An “international effort’ is 
needed. He is reported as saying: “I do not 
think Britain can solve this on her own, 
because our economies are so interdependent. 
It has got to be solved internationally”’. 

How predictable this attitude of 
political defeatism and buck-passing has 
become amongst our contemporary politi- 
cians. It is nothing more than the cowardly 
shirking of responsibility for solving our 
economic problems by placing hope in the 
mythical wonder-working of internationalism. 

Strange, though, that Mr Callaghan 
should suggest that we cannot solve our own 
unemployment problem because our econo- 
mies are so interdependent. This is a reversal 
of the usual propaganda line, according to 
which no problems can be solved until our 
economies become interdependent. Yet Mr 
Callaghan’s recent statement suggests that 
had we not deliberately integrated our 
economies we would be able to solve such 
problems on our own. Obviously a case of 
“back to the drawing board”’. 

No one could be capable of such 
double-think acrobatics unless they were a 
blindly committed internationalist from the 
outset, which is just what Callaghan is. It is 
for exactly that reason too that he fails to 
perceive the obvious fact that it is inter- 
nationalist policies such as the massive 
import of foreign goods, the drainage of 
home investment resulting from unrestricted 
investment overseas and the multi-national 
takeover bid that are the principal causes of 
unemployment. 


Horrors of slavery 


A working group of the International 
Commission of Jurists has announced that 
some of the most blatant forms of slavery 
still exist in the modern world. One waited 
with bated breath to hear from what quarter 
of the world such barbarity is still practised. 
In the Soviet Union surely, where millions of 
anonymous, half-starved wretches perform 
forced labour in the freezing cold of the 
semi-Arctic. Or communist Cambodia per- 
haps, where peasants are daily forced to 
labour in the fields with their bare hands 
until they drop from exhaustion and are 
shot — a form of slavery until death called 
“re-education”. 

But no. This frightful tyranny, an 


affront to the conscience of mankind etc., is 
being practised in— yes, you've guessed it — 
Rhodesia! The full horror of it was explained 
by the fact that domestic servants and (more 
important) black workers in agriculture and 
mining are all bound by the 1907 Masters 
and Servants Act. This Act not only stipu- 
lates that employees must not leave their 
posts without just cause (they can even be 
fined for doing so), but that careless work, 
abusiveness or drunkeness are also punishable 
offences! 

Shocking. Reading this ponderous 
report was the source naturally of nothing 
more than a wry grimace at the ever- 
increasing follies of liberalism. The only 
sinister note appeared unobtrusively at the 
end. It appears that the working group on 
slavery ran into some opposition to its work 
from the Soviet Union, which for reasons 
best known to itself thought that “slavery 
should be given very low priority in human 
rights discussions’. 


Worrying all the way 
to the bank 


The heroes of the anti-capitalist revo- 
lution are having problems “servicing the 
spiralling interest burden on their debts” to 
western bankers, according to latest reports. 
The East European communist nations have 
run up debts with West of about £17 billions, 
and this is expected to rise to £22 billions by 
the end of the year. There are reports from 
several banking centres in Western Europe 
that the governments of these communist 
nations are seeking a rescheduling of their 
debt repayment terms, and have suggested 
transferring some medium term debts into 
long term loans with interest rates as low as 
2 or 3 per cent. 

Interestingly, these reports were com- 
bined with news that the communist (Come- 
con) nations had put forward proposals for 
a closer relationship with their Western 
equivalent, the EEC. It was stated that 
Western bankers were “‘worried”’ about the 
debt position, and that “the growing debt 
problems of the Eastern block are certain to 
influence the shape of the response from 
Brussels”. A picture emerges from all this 
obscurantist stuff that is perfectly clear to 
those who know that international bankers 
are rarely “worried” about people being in 
debt to them. (Only European nations 
which paid off their external debts fell foul 
of the banking fraternity.) The price of 
relief from their crushing debt burden is for 
the Comecon countries tentatively to set in 
motion the start of a merger. An economic 
merger at first, but as we all know, its pur- 
pose does not end there. 


Tory inanities 


That master of words, A.K. Chesterton, 
once wrote of Arnold Toynbee that he was 
prone to inflating bags “with gusts of heavy 
speculation and sending them soaring into 
the impalpable inane”’. 


One was reminded of that phrase after 
reading the following specimen of those 
utterly inane letters from Pavlovian Tories 
that are frequently to be found in the pages 
of the Times. “It is my opinion’’, wrote this 
incredible person, “shared by all the Con- 
servatives with whom I have been in touch, 
that. the sooner our potentially great ex- 
leader (Edward Heath) can be persuaded 
that his attitude towards Mrs Thatcher is 
damaging nation and party as well as himself, 
the better the prospect of election success 
with ensuing recovery of our once Great 
Britain”’. 

The mind simply boggles as phantoms 
of the three-day week, ‘“whole-hearted 
consent” to the EEC and “moral obligations” 
to Ugandan Asian immigrants blur before 
the eyes. And the “‘ensuing recovery of our 
once Great Britain”! The writer of that 
letter must, one feels sure, be the most 
bovine, monumentally stupid type of robot 
Conservative as ever put two hands together 
at a Brighton conference. 

But he is not, of course. There are 
thousands, possibly even millions exactly 
like him. They all have the vote, and as if 
by remote control they will all turn out at 
the next General Election and put their 
crosses alongside some equally vacuous 
identikit Tory. 

If one was not so firmly committed to 
democracy, it would make you think. 


Sinking fast 


The appointment of the first American 
Negro to command a United States Navy 
fleet was announced by President Ford 
recently, a bizarre and fantastic event made 
even more fantastic when one considers that 
the Negro race never had the wit to invent 
that basic tool of civilisation, the sail, in 
2000 years of recorded history. 

In this year of Bicentennial celebration 
of multi-racialism, the appointment of a 
Black admiral received laudatory comment 
in the American press. But what would some 
of the great Americans really have thought 
of this incredible development? Abraham 
Lincoln, always portrayed by the liberal 
media as a heroic multi-racialist, said in a 
speech in 1858: “I am not, nor ever have 
been, in favour of bringing about in any 
way the social and political equality of the 
white and black races; I am not, nor ever 
have been, in favour of making voters or 
jurors of Negroes, nor qualifying them to 
hold office”’. 

A Negro appointed to the office of 
Vice-Admiral and Commander of the US. 
Third Fleet would certainly have struck 
Lincoln as the product of a hopelessly 
decadent, disoriented and crumbling white 
civilisation, roughly comparable to the Age 
of Decline in the Roman Empire when the 
mad Emperor Caligula appointed his horse 
a proconsul. 


Page three 


? 


BANKS :| BARCLAYS 


International 


PANDER TO 
BLACKS 


THE Banks, no doubt on the instructions of the multi-racial officials of 
the Treasury, are deliberately flouting the provisions of the 1974 
Exchange Control Act. 
The British people are rationed to £300 each year which they can 
send as cash gifts outside the Overseas Sterling Area. This figure can 
only be exceeded if a specific request is sanctioned by the Bank of 
England. We reproduce on this page part of a confidential circular from 
the Bank of England to the main Banks, according to which these banks 
may deliberately encourage coloured pilgrims to return to Mecca for 
their religious celebrations at the excess cost of £400 per person, which 
comes out of our precious Foreign Exchange. Se mone y home 
It seems to us that our continuing Balance of Payments crisis 
could be alleviated considerably by stopping this disgraceful practice 
which discriminates against the British people. Readers will remember to the 
Mr. Roy Jenkins’ economy measures in 1968 when, as Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, he rationed British holidaymakers to £50. ‘ 
Also reproduced on this page is a copy of a leaflet which Barclays 
Bank are issuing to their lack castoiners. It explains their “rights” in Caribbea H i: s 
respect of further draining our financial resources by sending money 


home to dependant relatives. Readers will note that the Bank goes to 
great pains to assure the Blacks that the Bank of England term “Non- How much 


Resident” does not mean anything so dreadful as the possibility of you Can send home. 


repatriation. 
The National Front applies a different definition to the term Each RESIDENT can send up to 
“Non-Resident” which will be known to its members. £2.000 d d i 
N.B. For a further glimpse of the nefarious doings of the Bank ‘ Eat itteac tenesiad bactcnies 


of England, turn to page 14. the Caribbean. ene can 


either be your family or riends 
Pra 2 ; who are supporting someone in 
Below Left: The confidentia our family. You do not have to 
circular from the Bank of England. y y Tr h 
produce any documents about them. 


For the information of the Steff only Right: Barclays leaflet. 
Important note: 


The Bank of England Classification 


EXCHANGE CONTROL “NON-RESIDENT” has nothing at all 
to do with your Immigration status in 


PILGRIMAGES TO MECCA Britain. 


In a letter to Internationzl Division dated 19 July, the Bank of England 
has written in the following terms regarding pilgrimages to Mecca Juring 
1976. 


"Subject to the undcrmenttoned conditions, permission under the 
Exchange Contco’ Act 1947 is given for your bank to authorise 
Forme 7 and issue bankers' drafts up to the value of £400 to 
pilgrims to Mecca during 1576, enabling them to obtain visas 
from the Saudi Arabian Authorities in the United Kingdom. 
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AN ABUNDANCE of documentary proof is 
now available that shows there exists a 
conspiracy for achieving power over the 
entire human race through a future World 
Government. 

This plot can only succeed so long as 
public opinion is confused and misinformed, 
and the confusing and misinforming of public 
opinion is a major activity of the conspirators. 
The public is encouraged either not to think, 
or if it does think, to think of any but the 
correct explanation of its troubles. The Press 
gives publicity to any and every false explan- 
ation. But the true one, put forward by the 
National Front, is never mentioned. 

If proof were needed of Press bias 
against the National Front then it was surely 
provided on a recent BBC1 programme of 
The Editors (20 June). The Editor of the 
Daily Mail, David English, admitted: “I 
certainly impose a censorship on the National 
Front . . . for which we have no time and 
continually attack’”’. 

In his book Because They’re Black, the 
race relations correspondent for the Sunday 
Times, Derek Humphrey, confirmed what 
most of us knew already, namely that “It is 
an unwritten rule in British journalism to 
print as little as possible about extreme (sic) 
Right-wing organisations because the pub- 
licity only helps them to recruit members”. 
It is doubtful that he was referring to the 
Tories! 

The silent treatment, however, has 
failed to halt the progress of the National 
Front so the Press opinion-makers now have 
to resort to smears, personal attacks and 
ridicule. 

The smear technique of identifying 
any patriot with fascism is used universally 
today. Let anyone speak up for his country, 
let anyone speak out against race-mixing, 
Communism, or international finance, and 
he is at once attacked with the utmost fury 
and branded with fascism and Nazism. As if 
there were no patriots long before fascism 
and Nazism were ever heard of! 

The personal attacks are intended to 
not only discredit the Party, but also to 
divert the victim’s attention and efforts from 
carrying out political work to defending 
himself. 

It would seem that in its frantic 
efforts to stop the National Front, the Press 
has no aversion to downright lying. I say this 
from experience, since I was the victim of a 
particularly crude and libellous smear 
attack. The incident occurred in a local 
newspaper Jnsight shortly before I stood as 
an NF candidate in a council election. It was 
alleged that I had been a prominent member 
of ‘“‘the British Nazi Party” and “wore a 
uniform and paraded with a flag using the 
emblem of the Waffen SS . . . and was impri- 
soned for conduct likely to cause a breach of 
the peace”’. At the time of this alleged “Nazi” 
phase in my life, I was just fourteen years 
old! So shun all brown-shirted boy scouts — 
they could be Nazi cadets! 

Perhaps the most stupid remark made 


ALAN WEBB 


Why the ‘free’ press 


Is not so free 


in recent years concerning the Press came 
from Michael Foot, when discussing his 
proposed closed-shop Trade Union Bill. Foot, 
gave assurances to “worried” newspaper 
editors that if “freedom of the Press were to 
be threatened, the Government would legis- 
late to protect it”. How can anyone talk 
seriously of Press freedom when three 
corporations (IPC, News International, and 
Beaverbrook) control 64 percent of total 
national circulation and no less than 94 
percent of “popular” daily circulation, and 
when there is monopoly control of the local 
Press in all but three of Britain’s towns and 
cities? The big Press monopolies must be 
broken up. 

The greatest threat to Press freedom 
comes from pressure exerted by commercial 
interests. Under modern conditions it is 
impossible to run a newspaper without 
capital. Even though entirely independent in 
their ownership, and free of external financial 
obligations — which few of them are — they 
are all dependent on advertising revenue. 
Thus, advertisers can give and withhold 
advertising as a means of imposing pressure 
on newspapers, so as to force them to follow 
a certain political line. 

The dependance on advertising subsidy 
is demonstrated by the fact that the Financial 
Times, crammed with ads, survives on a 
circulation of only 199,000 while the Daily 
Herald folds up with a regular readership of 
1,228,000. 

Statistics of current newspaper revenues 
are not readily available. But in his book The 
Press, Politics and the Public, Colin Seymour- 
Ure reproduces a table showing the sources 
of newspaper revenues for 1965. The 
“quality” morning papers (the Times, 
Guardian and Daily Telegraph) received 71 
percent of their revenue from advertisements, 
while the “‘popular” morning papers (Daily 
Mirror, Daily Mail, Daily Sketch, Daily 
Express and Sun) received 39 percent from 
ads. This means that the average newspaper 
is at the mercy of advertisers for over 50 
percent of its revenue. Yet they call it a 
““free”’ Press! 

A one-time editor of the Times, the 
famous Wickham Steed, wrote of his ideal, 
dream newspaper in his book The Press: “If 
advertisers and their agents should seek to 
bring it to heel, it would publish their names; 
and it would ruthlessly expose all underhand 
‘business’ practices that came to its know- 
ledge’. That would seem an admirable stand 
for newspapers to take. However, we cannot 
expect newspapers to play the role of St. 
George. The introduction of a law, making it 
a criminal offence for commercial interests 


to exert pressure on a newspapers politics by 
threatening the withdrawal of advertising, 
may be necessary to effectively prevent the 
practice. 

The bias in the Press is not always the 
intentional result of outside pressures. It is, 
to a degree, the inevitable result of the basic 
liberal/leftist education that newsmen have 
received in our schools. Furthermore, not 
all journalists are liberals, Socialists or Com- 
munists but, as in so many other fields, the 
key positions, the acclaim as journalistic 
geniuses, and the opportunity to write 
syndicated columns, goes to these creatures. 

Whether the slanting, suppression and 
manipulation of news is the result of mono- 
polistic control of newspapers, pressure from 
advertisers, or misguided idealistic journalists 
is not important. The result is the same. 

Free, representative government and 
true democracy is predicted on the assump- 
tion that the populace, having the facts, will 
make the right decision when they go to the 
polls. If the Press abdicates its responsibility, 
as it clearly has done, and fails to denounce 
the treacherous policies of the political 
pygmies at Westminster, whilst simultane- 
ously suppressing and distorting any genuine 
alternative, then the system will fail. 

If the system worked as it should, then 
a National Front government would already 
be in power. 


CLAIM YOUR MEDALS 
FOR REMEMBRANCE DAY 


Ex-servicemen can claim their medals for the 
National Front Remembrance Day parade 
from: 

ARMY 

Army Medal Office, Government Buildings, 
Droitwich, Worcestershire. 

R.A.F. 

R.A.F. Personnel Management Centre, Barn- 
wood, Gloucester. 

NAVY 

H.M.S. Centurion, Gosport, Hants. 


READ 


National Front News 


A broadsheet published monthly in 
support of the National Front. Sub- 
scriptions only for 5 copies or more. 
12 issues of 5 copies, £4.08. 


Reduced rates for bulk supplies given 
on request. Send 11%p for sample copy 
now. 


Page five 


RICHARD VERRALL 


WHY THE OLD PARTIES 


HATE 
US 


NO ONE can have failed to notice the fear 
which the National Front has now engen- 
dered in the media and in the old political 
parties. 

Of late it seems that British politics 
have been reduced to little more than 
reacting to the National Front. The Labour 
party, now dominated by its powerful 


BACK ISSUES AVAILABLE 


We have e considerable number of 
back issues available at the moment dating 
back to issue No. 79 (Sept/Oct. 1974). 
To clear these we are offering them at 


specially reduced prices. These are:— 
20—49 copies: 6p each 
50—99 copies: 5p each 
100—249 copies: 3p each 
250 copies and over 2p each 


These are real bargains. Order your 
copies now. Postage should be estimated 
on the basis of 2 oz. per copy. We cannot 
dispatch copies if money for postage is 
not sent. 

Orders to: 91 Connaught Road, 
Teddington, Middx. (Tel. 01-977 2452). 
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Marxist faction, has openly “declared war” 
on the NF and intends to mount a full-scale 
propaganda campaign against us this autumn, 
undoubtedly under pressure from the 
Zionist lobby. Meanwhile, the stupid, deca- 
dent Tory hierarchy is planning a campaign 
to make the NF “look ridiculous” — after 
consulting psychiatrists already! 

In political terms, all this commotion 
represents the sheer panic of the old parties 
at the increasingly high votes won by the NF 
in local and parliamentary by-elections, and 
the realisation of our potential as a major 
political force in Britain. Now that 25 per 
cent of the white population in major British 
cities are solid National Front voters, the 
“Ignore them — they'll go away” strategy 
has obviously failed. 

But beneath the fear is also a hate. 
One cannot fail to detect in the attacks by 
Establishment party leaders and the veno- 
mous outpourings of the media a pure, 
unadulterated hatred of the National Front, 
a hatred which has little or no relation to 
the direct political threat which we pose. 
Already the frightened established parties 
have sensed a major political challenge to 


NATIONAL 
FRONT 

ON THE 

» MARCH 
Youth, 
vigour, a new 
force. Hated 
by a tired, 
decadent 
system. 


their power, but on a deeper level their 
hatred is less symptomatic of that than of a 
spiritual disease which has gripped the ruling 
elements of Britain for decades, as it has 
throughout the Western world. 

This disease is usually described as 
decadence. Nietzche called it “paralysis of 
the will’’. What we see now in the leadership 
of the nation is utter exhaustion and defeat- 
ism — the complete erosion of that racial 
instinct which in the past has willed the 
nation and people to greatness. Nowhere is 
there a sense of purpose, merely a rudderless 
drift to decline amid universal public dis- 
illusion. 

The old political parties of Britain 
have just given up, and they gave up a long 
time ago. Hardly in living memory has 
anyone come forward with the great solu- 
tions for solving the ills that have plagued 
this country for decades. Governments dare 
not put before the people a stern, purposeful 
programme of effort and sacrifice. They 
have abdicated, and are content simply to 
strut about the political stage in the empty 
trappings of office. True government has in 
fact ceased. Escapist solutions such as the 
tackling of great problems by surrendering 
national sovereignty in a federated Europe 
are only means of further abdicating 
responsibility. 

In the tired decadence of modern 
British society, where political will has 
totally evaporated, concepts such as duty, 
patriotism and the dedication of one’s life to 
a great aim have disappeared. The old parties 


offer no new aims, but merely the perpe- 
tuation of everything that is old and that has 
failed. New effort and sacrifice to secure the 
political foundations of future British survi- 
val is simply too hard, too much effort. 

It was precisely this paralysis of the 
will in British political life that resulted in 
the voluntary surrender of the greatest 
Empire that the world has ever seen. And it 
is the same paralysis that has caused the 
whole of the ruling stratum of society to 
accept the catastrophe of multi-racialism 
without the raising of a finger in opposition. 
There are many outside the zombies of the 
political Left who know that coloured immi- 
gration is a disaster that spells ruin for 
Britain, but their argument is simply: “It’s 
too late. There’s nothing to be done.” 
Better the aimless drift than a bitter struggle. 

That attitude is the essence of Britain’s 
spiritual disease. It is almost a death wish. As 
I said in a previous article, this erosion of 
racial instinct has to be rationalised by those 
who are afflicted by it, and so it is called 
“liberalism”. People are persuaded that this 
paralysed society actually represents “‘pro- 
gress”. Because the modern politician is 
incapable of achieving or even comprehending 
greatness or distinction, mediocrity is elevated 
to a premier place. The great ideal is to estab- 
lish “equality’’ everywhere. The race must 
also be a thing of mediocrity; everybody is 
equal, there are no race differences, anyone 
can join it and be “British”. The political 
millenium will have arrived when a great, 
brown mass of /umpen mediocrity achieves 
“freedom” and “‘equality”’. 

It is to this way of thinking among our 
leaders and intellectuals that decadence 
leads. But above all, and here is the fact of 
significance to our movement, it leads to a 
positive hatred of anything that represents 
strength, youth, national resurgence and the 
political will to make Britain great again. 
Anyone who does not suffer from paralysis 
of the will is instinctively felt to be the 
enemy. A new force of utterly dedicated 
patriots is on the move in Britain, and a 
worn-out establishment inwardly detests it. 
Looking deeper than the superficial political 
“strategy” of ridiculing the NF which the 
Tory party proposes, that proposal represents 
a profound sickness within the political 
establishment. Confronted by patriotic ideals 
and the most uncompromising resistance to 
everything that is rotting out the heart of 
Britain, all that the party which calls itself 
“national” can do is “‘ridicule”’ it. Pathetic! 

We in the National Front represent 
something that has not been seen in the 
political life of this country for years, indeed 
for well over half a century. We are entirely 
untouched by the pervasive spirit of 
defeatism; we are people who have not given 
up, and we shall never give up until we have 
won back our country and seen to it that 
every single coloured immigrant is repatriated 
from Britain. There are no qualms or diffi- 
culties about it. That is our policy — because 
it is essential to our national survival. We are 


entirely untouched by liberalism. We reject 
it out of hand. We are proud racialists and 
we say so, which shocks the weak-willed 
creatures of Britain’s political twilight. Where 
they may be dimly aware that a political or 
economic problem can be solved only by a 
drastic, uncompromising solution but are 
too hopelessly feeble even to propose it, we 
openly proclaim it as our policy. Communism 
is not something we oppose in speeches. If 
necessary, we fight it here, and ultimately 
we will uproot it like a poisonous weed. The 
Union Jack is not something we use as a 
backdrop at a party conference once a year; 
we carry it through the streets — and through 
the streets where the British people have 
been dispossessed by the alien invasion. 

This is why we are hated by the parties 
of decadence. They hate our vitality, our 
drive, the total dedication to our high aims, 
and our promise for the future. They know 
we have strength and the impetus of ideolo- 
gical motivation, while they are riddled by 
weakness and can only make appeals to 
sterile materialism. They know we have 
youth on our side and an irresistible momen- 
tum, while they can only ask the people to 
prop up a decrepit system that has already 
failed. 

It is a remarkable fact about the state 
of national disintegration in Britain that this 
hatred in the ruling stratum of society, the 
“Establishment” in both a political and 
social sense, should be greater for a move- 
ment like ours than it is for communism. 
But that is also characteristic of a decadent 
society. All political parties have collapsed 
without resistance before the Marxist 
onslaught and have moved to the left. All of 
them have embraced the fundamental tenets 
of Marxism and worship materialist “ideals” 
of “freedom”, “equality” and the like. 
Similarly, the entire upper stratum of 
British society has an instinctive sympathy 
for these Bolshevist ideas — a sympathy for 
the doctrines of society’s enemies that is 
typical of a decaying system. Once again, 
anyone who has somehow resisted this 
paralysing disease is felt to be the enemy. 
They are “trouble-makers”, ‘‘extremists’’. 
The attitude is similar to that of the fury 
which a group of hopelessly resigned prisoners 
has towards the one strong-willed fellow 
among them who is still determined to get 
out. 

Another factor here is the sheer 
appeal of what we stand for. The fact that 
the political establishment in Britain has 
long been incapable of our dynamism and 
has forgotten how to think in terms of 
power and national greatness does not pre- 
vent it from realising the enormous latent 
popularity of these things. Far from being 
something to “‘ridicule’, the old parties 
know perfectly well that our platform 
appeals to a great need in the British people. 
who after decades of national humiliation 
undoubtedly yearn for a clean sweep of our 
affairs. This is so not only among those who 
suffer most from the alien occupation of 


whole areas of Britain, but throughout the 
country. People are waiting for the kind of 
political lead which we can provide and the 
old parties cannot — and they know it. 
Ironically, it is the old parties themselves 
which are in the best position to capitalise 
upon this widespread feeling, but they can- 
not since their disease long ago reached its 
terminal stage. The commitment of the 
Conservative, Labour and Liberal parties to 
the Marxist doctrines of internationalism 
and multi-racialism, for example, has already 
gone so far that, for them, there can never 
be a turning back. We are the only alternative 
now by their default, and they hate us for 
that. 

The National Front is going to give 
back to the people their pride — their pride 
of race and pride of nation. We have the 
most marketable of all political products, 
and among the present day parties we hold 
the exclusive patent on it. No wonder the 
old parties hate us. In fact they are not even 
competitors — they simply cannot manufac- 
ture the product. 

Related to this greatest of assets is the 
sense of excitement which accompanies the 
work of our party. For years now the media 
and the parties of the Establishment have 
succeeded in instilling into the public con- 
sciousness all manner of falsehoods, lies and 
guilt feelings in order to obliterate our 
national integrity and self-respect and to 
further the evil cause of internationalism. 
The latent resistance to this process amongst 
ordinary people, and especially young 
people, has been chanelled by the National 
Front. As the situation worsens and the evils 
of internationalism envelope us all the more. 
there occurs a more intense awakening 
which leads people naturally into our party, 
and here they find a profound satisfaction 
in working to undo all the ruin and unmask 
all the lies. As Ivor Benson expressed it so 
well: “‘The stage is reached when dispelling 
the murk becomes more exciting, more 
satisfying than any of the economic and 
purely personal rewards of compliance”. It 
is this exciting sense of participating in a 
great political task which I believe is unique 
to our party. However much the old parties 
may try and belittle or smear it, it is our 
great strength. It is something which we 
alone possess and they do not. 

These are the things which provoke in 
the Establishment that peculiar brand of 
resentment and hatred. Behind the frenzy of 
written and verbal abuse lies the realisation 
that their star is waning and ours is waxing. 
There is a new vitality about our movement 
which they know is irresistible. and which 
they sense is bearing down on them. Spengler 
said well. “Men are tired to disgust of 
money-economy. They hope for salvation 
from somewhere or other, for some real 
thing of honour and chilvalry, of inward 
nobility, of unselfishness and duty”’. 

We are hated because out of their 
decadent, petty politics we have forged a 
movement for national salvation. 
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BRIAN MOONEY 


COMMON 
MARKET 
MADNESS 


I JOINED the National Front last year, 
disgusted by the way that the British people 
had been sold out by their “democratically 
elected representatives”. 

Totally inundated by lies and shady 
promises by the media, and the pro-Market 
Britain in Europe mob (who receive over 
£1 300,000, from various “sponsors”, com- 
pared with the £8,600 collected by the 
National Referendum Campaign, both figures 
excluding Government grants of £125,000), 
the British public apparently voted for years 
of interminable economic slavery within the 
EEC. In practice, less than half of the elec- 
torate voted ‘““Yes” and about a quarter voted 
“No”... hardly the “‘full-hearted consent”’ 
Edward Heath boasted of when negotiations 
were considered in the early ‘seventies. 

Big Business can certainly benefit from 
the EEC; that is why the majority of CBI 
firms were in favour of staying in and many 
gave large donations to the pro-Market 
Brainwashers. Labour’s year-and-a-bit run in 
power was enough to make sure that most of 
the small businessmen and the working 
people were mauled by taxation and rendered 
a stone’s throw from unemployment, hence 
could only make sacrifices with great diffi- 
culty for the ‘Anti’ cause. 

Even in the pro-Market press, I have 
noticed over 30 cases of attempted power- 
grabbing and economic meddling by the 
hierarchy of the Common Market in the past 
year alone. 

For instance, Britain contributed over 
£16m of the EEC’s £100m gift to Portugal 
last October. Melo Antunes told the ministers 
of the Nine: ‘Portugal must re-establish 
economic health’. This is a classic case of 
the EEC moneymen wasting money to the 
detriment of EEC member states; faced with 
unemployment due to dumping of Portuguese 
goods, it will be our footwear manufacturers 
and textile industries, to name but a few, 
who will suffer at the hands of these traitors. 

Britain is held to be gaining £26m a 
year from the EEC, but that is a cheap price 
for the European businessmen since our 
Trade Deficit with the EEC stands at a mas- 
sive £2.000m for 1975 — or HALF our non- 
oil deficit. 

It is the housewife who usually comes 
off worst from the European madness. Sir 
Henry Plumb, one of the star performers of 
the Britain In Europe squad, is on record as 
saying: “The farmers’ top priority is to bring 
British food prices into line with (i.e. up to) 
the level of those in other Common Market 
countries’’. (June 30, 1975). 
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Our dairy farmers get a £30m bonus 
for switching to beef production. Result? 
Milk output fell by 25 million gallons, and 
to ensure that dairy farming was viable they 
had to seek a rise in the price of milk, and 
the price of a pint went up by 1%p. Thous- 
ands of young farmers who borrowed to 
invest in dairy equipment cannot pay interest 
charges and are deep in debt. Sir Henry gives 
the main reason for this as being” the artifi- 
cial rate used for the £ in setting British farm 
produce prices”, and forecasts “food output 
in Britain could be down by 10%. This would 
have to be made up by imports of milk 
products ...”’ What an insane roundabout! 

But the increased beef production will 
not benefit the housewife. For the EEC does 
not approve of low prices, and will certainly 


order most of it onto the “‘beef mountain” 


which at present costs a few million pounds 
a year to keep in cold storage. Butchers 
claim that, from March to May, over 1000 
tons of good beef has been claimed by the 
EEC intervention system, which is “designed 
to prevent a total collapse of prices when 
there was a glut’. Properly interpreted, 
this means: “We won’t let the housewife 
have cheap beef”. 

Much of the beef “destined to be 
spoiled in the cold store” was top quality 
meat. But much of the fraction taken from 
the cold store “yielded knives, rubber 
stamps, nuts, bolts, wire” and other indiges- 
tible matter! The Meat Traders Federation 
tells of intervention officials buying at well 
above the market price; to compete for any 
beef the butchers had to pay through the 
nose. We are heavily overtaxed and making 
economic sacrifices for THIS! 

Poultry farmers are being hit by an 
increase in “EEC minimum prices” for grain 
as well as the increases caused by the drop- 
ping value of the pound. They even tried to 
ban our traditional Xmas turkeys. 

No doubt determined to make us a 
nation of vegetarians, the EEC is proposing 
to extend the Common Agricultural Policy 
to cover mutton and lamb, raising prices and 
restricting imports from New Zealand. 

Since the Common Market tariff on 
new potatoes in April, their price rose by 
about 4%p per lb “in the interest of pro- 
tecting Italian growers’, despite our potato 
shortage. Three days after the report of a 
4¥%p-per-lb rise, the EEC cut the 12% 
Import Tariff, but does not mention 
whether it will be, or secretly has been, 
re-introduced. 

In September, dairy farmers will be 
hit again by price rises in milk (1p per 
pint) and in butter and cheese (8p and 6p 
per lb respectively). Butter is expected to 
cost 50p per lb this year, but we can always 
import cheap German butter, of course, and 
it will just be hard luck on our dairy farmers 
if they are put out of work. European 
bureaucrats could not care less who suffers 
in the interests of “harmonisation”. 

Mr Roy Jenkins of course, earning 
£60,000 after tax for a years’ meddling on 


the Commission, will not find much har- 
mony elsewhere. The supporters of a Euro- 
pean Parliament are only too willing for 
British MPs to speak in European debates, 
but shriek in horror when we want to repre- 
sent ourselves at an oil-producers’ conference. 
Nationalism is deemed to be out of place in 
the EEC rule book, but France is let off 
Scot-free when she introduces a tariff on 
imported Italian wine to protect the French 
Vineyard Industry. Meanwhile Helmut 
Schmidt remarks that “British Government 
policy seems determined to prevent Franco- 
German relations from being one of the 
pinnacles of the community”. So much for 
the double standards of “Community 
spirit”! 

The decimalisation racket 5 years ago 
produced much confusion, great expense, 
and a lot of blatant profiteering. And now 
metrication is planned. The country was due 
to go fully metric by the end of 1975, but 
few wanted to. EEC directives compel mem- 
ber states to be Metric by 1978. There is no 
doubt that this measure was singled out for 
Britain and Ireland, because when the EEC 
was formed in 1958 all member states used 
that system, so that legislation was clearly 
unnecessary for them. If we don’t want 
metrication, we must have it by law. 

The EEC also has plans for a common 
currency, and it will be the same traitors 
who hysterically yelled that we needed 
Decimalisation “for projected European 
Unity” who will support it. Taxation, heavy 
borrowing, defence cuts . . .it will not matter 
to them how we get it, so long as we do. 

Another step towards a united, subdued 
Europe is the plan for a large scale merger of 
all community railways, as shown in a draft 
to all railways in the EEC at the end of June. 
Our railways would be run from a central 
office in Brussels,-with our Government 
powerless. There is obvious humbug in the 
paragraph: “Each railway enterprise must 
have sufficient autonomy, to attain commer- 
cial freedom in matters of direction, manage- 
ment, administration and accountancy. Thus 
its capital, its budget and its accounting 
must be separate from those of the State.” 
This is not denationalisation . . . it is sheer 
takeover! Autonomy and Central Adminis- 
tration are completely different. The word 
‘Autonomy’ is mentioned only to ease the 
railways from our control. There would be 
chaos, and as no present European Com- 
munity railway runs at a profit, we could 
well end up subsidising the European Com- 
muter. Last time our railways were merged, 
a profit turned into a steep loss. A bad loss 
will become even greater. And we know 
well how immigrant labourers are attracted 
to the railways. With Turkey, Greece, and 
possibly Spain applying to join the EEC, we 
shall be opening our doors to a flood of 
immigrants. This is the reality of the EEC 
rule of freedom of movement for labour 
within the Community. Meanwhile, we are 
losing our best doctors trained on tax- 

Contd. on page 13 
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WILLIAM R. GREEN 


THE THREAT TO FREE 


TRADES UNIONISM 


Translated from an article which first 
appeared in LE NOUVEL EUROPE MAGA- 
ZINE, by its British correspondent. 


“HISTORY is indeed, little more than the 
register of the crimes, follies and misfortunes 
of mankind.” So said Edward Gibbon in his 
‘Decline and fall of the Roman Empire”. 
But how slow are we to learn from the 
sufferings of others. How often do we blame 
those who create our troubles when in fact, 
we should blame ourselves for allowing them 
the opportunity of doing so. 

Among the many and varied lessons 
we have received from the modern history of 
America, organised crime and the advent of 
the educated criminal probably hold leading 
positions. It was there that the new breed of 
criminal realised the terrific potential of the 
numerous small businesses and also recognised 
that it was their complete individuality that 
made them all so vulnerable and so open to 
abuse. 

It was this realisation that gave birth 
to the protection racket, the necessity to 
pay for ‘protection’ or find your business 
mysteriously destroyed. This was, of course, 
nothing less than extortion, yet it provided 
one of the major sources of income for the 
criminal gangs, who were so elated with the 
success of their organised venture into the 
“business world” that they searched around 
for any means of widening their horizons. 
And then, their greedy eyes fell upon the 
trade unions who in those days were still in a 
virtual state of embryo and lacked proper 
guidance. The take-over of the leadership by 
the criminal element gave them control not 
only over the employees who either accepted 
orders or quickly found themselves out of 
work (and possibly suffering personal injury 
as well), but also over the employer who, if 
reluctant to concede to outrageous demands, 
found that their machinery was ‘unfor- 
tunately’ damaged or that continuous strikes 
over the most infantile of matters brought 
them to the very verge of bankruptcy. 

Such were the lessons on how to 
succeed by thinly disguised blackmail — and 
the political manipulators of this world were 
very very eager pupils. 

We are all well aware that trade union- 
ism was a real necessity, brought about by 
blatant social injustice, by exploitation of 
the mass of the working population by the 
few, who without thought or concern for 
the will of the majority, went ahead with 
their own selfish plans regardless of the 
effect that these may have upon others. So 
the unions came into being to balance the 
scales of justice and this they were doing 
well, that is, until those whose only thought 


was the exploitation of the membership for 
extreme political purposes infiltrated these 
‘organisations, with all the ingenuity and 
contrivance of those who had taught them 
so well. And is it a coincidence that their 
methods showed a strange similarity as 
well? 

It is from this point that the people 
must accept total responsibility for many 
of their present economic, industrial and 
social problems, for it is from this point that 
the unions ceased to represent the workers 
and began using them like pieces in the game 
of political chess. From this point on, the 
history of the trade union movement in 
Britain is a sorry and rather sordid tale of 
manipulation, of threats, of blatant abuse of 
power and of loss of personal freedom or 
choice by the members. There became an 
openly declared support for one political 
party which completely disregarded the fact 
that the members are made up of a wide 
cross-section of political viewpoint. Open 
interference by avowed Communists in the 
running of the country became and still is 
a national disgrace, and the position is 
worsened by the encouragement given by 
certain Members of Parliament who are 
sponsored by, and to some degree financed 
by the unions. Not for them the represen- 
tation of the people. Oh no, they dance to 
the tune played by their masters, for they 
know that the penalty for disobeying is the 
loss of their seat at the next election. 

In more recent times, there have been 
cases where election results regarding union 
representatives have been falsified; there 
have been cases of physical violence upon 
those who dared to speak against local 
leaders and this includes threats to the 
members family; there have been instances 
of imported thugs travelling from factory to 
factory ‘assisting’ the membership to make 
up its mind on certain issues; there are cases 
of businesses being squeezed into liquidation 
by continuous strikes over trifling matters 
and there have even been cases of damage to 
machinery. Strangely familiar, isn’t it? Heard 
of these sort of happenings before some- 
where, haven’t we? 


THE GARROTTE TIGHTENS 


The stage is now set for what could 
eventually be the death of a free and honour- 
able trade union movement. The extreme 
left-wing of the Labour Party are now forcing 
through Parliament the iniquitous ‘closed- 
shop’ policy which will have the effect of 
denying people the right to choose where 
they work and under what conditions they 
work. 


It takes little imagination to foretell 
the future of this destructive legislation. 
Every business, large or small, will be forced 
to accept union control and every working 
person will be forced to join an acceptable 
union. The sinister outcome of such a posi- 
tion means that every worker’s wellbeing, 
his job, his income and therefore his daily 
life will depend upon the ‘goodwill’ of his 
local union committee. What he says at 
meetings, the way in which he votes politi- 
cally, will be noted and taken into account 
when promotion is discussed. One word 
calculated to show dissent with committee 
policy will almost certainly ruin any chance 
of advancement in job or profession. The 
protection racket will flourish as never 
before but this time the contributions will 
not only be financial. The answer will be 
political expediency, and thus trade unions 
will become a basis of complete dictatorship 
run, ruled and controlled by left-wing extre- 
mists. 

This therefore is the danger of allowing 
trade unions to be taken over and used as a 
political platform, for it leads only to dicta- 
torship. Instead of it being your voice, it 
becomes your master and you its slave. 

We are all well aware that this should 
never happen in the first place, but don’t run 
away with the idea that it is easy to stop. 
Prevention, we know, is better than cure, 
but like so many illnesses, they are upon us 
almost without warning. And once this 
plague has started, who is prepared to stand 
and face it alone. Who will stand alone and 
face pickets refusing you access at the factory 
gates and who will risk injury to his wife or 
children? 

Your union should be a freely consti- 
tuted and honourable negotiating body 
dedicated to protecting the interests of the 
Members and if this is what you want then 
it is your duty to help those who are already 
fighting to retain that freedom for you. 

I have left until last an outrageous 
example of combined left-wing government/ 
left-wing trade unionism sculduggery and 
this, once again, involves our dear old friend 
Denis Healey, who announced the most 
disreputable Budget deal ever given in a 
supposedly democratic Parliament. He gave 
to the union leaders the right to decide 
whether or not they would accept a pay 
percentage combined with a new taxation 
level and then gave them two months in 
which to make their decision. 

Now that decision will affect the 
future income of every working person in 
Britain, yet it is to be made by other than 
the elected Parliament. It is to be made by 
4 or S men who are known to be Communists 
and who do not under any circumstances 
represent a majority of the people. 

Healey has shown beyond all doubt 
where his political sympathy lies. Instead of 
government making a decision, he took the 
cowards way out and handed over the reins 
to men who are completely unacceptable as 
decision makers. 
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JOHN TYNDALL 


BRITISH DEFENCE 


TIME FOR NEW THINKING 


(PART 4) 


CLAUSEWITZ taught us that war is a continuation of politics by 
other means, while Lloyd George said that war is too serious a 
business to be left to the Generals. Both statements highlight the 
very obvious fact that in the waging of war and in the whole question 
of national defence political factors are crucial. 

This is particularly so in two ways. First, war is utterly senseless 
when not harnessed to a concrete political objective. War on a major 
scale is economically and biologically exhausting to a nation. All 
such exhaustive effort has to be measured carefully and dispassion- 
ately against the political object for which the war is fought, and 
there have been many wars in which the worthiness of the political 
object achieved did not remotely justify the expenditure of blood 
and money involved. We do not have to go very far from home to 
find classic examples of this during the 20th Century. 

Accepting this principle, we may see that it avails a nation 
nothing to possess fighting men of the highest martial qualities unless 
behind them there are political leaders of the necessary breadth of 
statesmanship to see that they are set marching in a direction dictated 
by sound national-political objectives. This means that we have to 
have political leaders with a true sense of strategy, in the highest 
meaning of the word — a national strategy for survival to which any 
purely military strategy must be subordinated. 

Nothing is more futile than a vast expenditure by a nation of 
blood and money in order to secure a military victory, only for that 
nation to find that its victory has been won in circumstances that 
add up to political defeat. In World War II Britain, America and the 
Soviet Union were the military victors. In the political sense, how- 
ever, Britain was as much a defeated power as Germany, Italy or 
Japan; she had fought the war in a manner that was politically blind, 
considering no object whatever beyond success on the field of 
battle. 


POLITICAL CONDITIONS FOR DEFENCE 


The second way in which politics intrude deeply into matters 
of war and defence may be summarised as follows :— 

The ability of a nation to defend itself and its interests in the 
field of arms depends crucially on whether the right political condi- 
tions prevail internally for the maintenance of its armed capacity. 

It is in this respect that Britain today is most weak and faces 
the greatest danger. 

Politics inevitably determine the two most important things in 
relation to defence: firstly, how much money is set aside for defence 
purposes; secondly, the perhaps more basic question of the nation’s 
entire attitude towards defence. 

We have dealt very briefly with the first factor in an earlier 
part of this article. It is time here to examine the second in some 
detail. 

Britain today differs from most of the other leading powers 
in that her armed forces are purely professional and recruited, of 
course, on a purely volunteer basis. This undoubtedly makes for a 
quality in these forces of which we can be proud. Men enlist because 
they want to, because they belong to the traditional type that leans 
towards service life: of good physique, patriotic leanings, a taste for 
adventure and the outdoor life, a willing acceptance of military 
discipline. 
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Largely because of these factors, the British armed forces 
have not so far fallen victim to the many anti-military influences and 
traits that have penetrated the services of some other nations, such 
as hairnets, sloppy discipline and trade unionism. This is not to say 
that there are not ample number of people in Britain who would 
like them to do just that, but up to the present the forces themselves 
have presented a healthy resistance mechanism against all such 
attempts coming from the political sector. 

Less fortunate have been the forces of some countries where 
conscript systems operate. There services are saddled with very 
large numbers of unwilling soldiers, coming from a civilian environ- 
ment in which every influence militates against the soldierly virtues. 
Many of these have had the doubtful benefits of a left-wing university 
education; the stuff of which barrack-room lawyers are made, they 
are a constant element of trouble for the military authorities. To 
accommodate them, their governments have allowed a woeful 
slacking of disciplinary standards; they have become, to use an 
appalling piece of jargon current in the Federal German Republic, 
‘civilians in uniform’. In some of these armies today, officers and 
NCOs simply dare not even shout at a man, let alone administer 
punishment to him, lest he exploit the elaborate system of constitu- 
tional ‘rights’ provided for him and have that officer or NCO up for 
‘victimisation’. Needless to say, any attempt to run an army on this 
oe is to present the enemy in the field victory before even a shot is 

ired. 

All these facts would seem at first glance to argue conclusively 
for the volunteer system and against the conscript system, and indeed 
most British service chiefs have expressed themselves very strongly 
against the latter. 


MASS WARFARE 


The argument, however, overlooks one inescapable fact: 
warfare in the modern age is warfare en masse, with the whole 
resources of nations mobilised in the war effort. In any major armed 
conflict of the future high-quality professional British forces are 
going to be of about as much significance as they were in 1914 and 
1939/40. Brave and disciplined though they may be, they would be 
swamped by sheer weight of numbers. And there is in this the danger 
that there was in those times — a danger which in fact materialised 
in 1914 to a tragic degree that such an outnumbered army could 
be decimated by defeat, thus depriving a later mass army of its 
professional hard core. 

Even now, when we are not in a major war situation, Britain is 
having great difficulty in fulfilling her defence commitments with 
her tiny professional forces of the present. Her post-war scuttle from 
Empire has been at least in part due to her not being able to supply 
adequate forces for the defence of various imperial territories and 
communications routes. Australia and New Zealand, for instance, 
have linked their defences firmly to America under the ANZUS 
Pact, not because they would prefer their partners in defence to be 
American forces rather than British, but because no adequate British. 
defensive shield in their area of the world was forthcoming. Now 
that recent governments have given up even the pretence of defending 
the Commonwealth and have opted purely to defend the United 
Kingdom and Western Europe (apart from one or two tiny token 


ee 


ee - ~~ 


detachments elsewhere) even this limited commitment is proving 
too much, as Northern Ireland demands considerable forces which 
cannot be supplied without greatly weakening our capacity in Western 
Europe and other parts of the U.K. 

And if a major war materialised, even presuming that conscrip- 
tion would be reinstituted so as to provide a mass army and greatly 
increased naval and air forces, what prospects are there that such an 
enormous operation could be accomplished in the available time? As 
the last two world wars showed, it was not possible to mount full 
mobilisation in time to avoid defeat without the intervention of 
America on ‘our side’. This was despite the fact that the war poten- 
tial-of the British Empire and Commonwealth was in both manpower 
and resources at least equal to that of Germany, while that of France 
was more than equal to Germany’s allies. America was required to 
redress the balance (together with Russia) because the available time 
did not permit the necessary transition to a full war footing of a 
British world accustomed to minute regular forces (except at sea) 
and a civil population untrained, and uninterested, in defence of any 
kind. 

Britain’s defence position today is equally inadequate for 
survival in any major war — because British statecraft has learned 
absolutely nothing from the traumatic experiences of the two greatest 
wars of this century and of any other. We persist with the tradition 
of a tiny professional army — unbacked by any system for the larger 
mobilisation of the nation in a time of emergency. The result is that 
we are, and are seen to be, a paper tiger in world affairs which even 
the most tinpot African republic can treat with contempt. 

On the other hand it must be acknowledged that if we adopt 
conscription in the same circumstances in which it has been adopted 
by West Germany, France and America, for example, we run the 
risk of weakness of another kind. Our standing forces would be 
much larger — certainly adequate numerically for our peacetime 
commitments - and presuming that such a system incorporated 
proper reserve arrangements we would have some degree of advance 
Soa for a full-scale war, at least from the organisational point 
of view. 

But the danger of a gross deterioration in quality would be 
very real, as the experience of the aforementioned countries has 
shown. We would have large numbers of unwilling servicemen who 
could become the agents of a great dilution of discipline and morale 
in all the units where they served. In the present political climate of 
this country, this would almost certainly be accommodated by new 
legislation for the forces which would systematically ‘civilianise’ 
them, as has happened in those other countries. 


PACIFISTIC SOCIETY 


This state of affairs pinpoints what is at root the fundamental 
weakness of all countries governed by present-day ‘liberal’ ideals. 
The sense of reality that there must be national defences wages a 
losing battle against the pacifistic spirit of liberal society, which 
provides the worst possible climate for the upbringing of young men 
who may one day be called upon to fight for their country, and 
against a form of government which by the nature of its weakness 
to pressure from below generally lacks the resolution to arm the 
nation as circumstances require. 

Just consider the atmosphere in which the would-be recruit to 
Britain’s forces grows up today. From almost the first moment that 
he reaches school he comes under the influence of teachers of a 
usually leftish persuasion. From them he assimilates two ideas of 
particular importance: first a contempt for discipline, personal 
smartness and pride; secondly, a feeling that patriotism and fighting 
for one’s country are things to be smirked at as out of date and silly. 
Added to these ideas is the fact that bar in a few exceptional 
schools, he receives only token physical training and certainly little 
regard for the value of physical fitness. 

Whatever additional influences he gets from the mass media do 
not counteract, but only supplement, the influences he receives at 
school. They portray the same ideals, or lack of them; they encourage 
a sloppy, effeminate attitude to the world which makes a youngster 


hopelessly ill-prepared, physically or psychologically, for the emer- 
gency of war and even for the experience of peacetime military 
service. 

Some youngsters, to their great credit, remain unaffected by 
these influences and, as soon as they are old enough, enlist in the 
armed forces as regulars. A larger number are not too much affected 
and can, with a bit of training and example, become adequate to 
good fighting men. But a significant number are affected and very 
badly. We see them all over the nation today and most plentifully 
in our universities. It seems that the longer a young man’s education 
lasts and the higher it proceeds the greater is his tendency to belong 
to this latter number, and this means that of the section of our 
youth normally most likely to provide the forces with officer 
material a very great proportion is, under present conditions, hope- 
lessly unsuitable for service life of any kind. 


CONTRAST 


Contrast this for a moment with the atmosphere in which a 
Russian boy grows up and graduates to the armed services. 

Long before he becomes a soldier he has been a member of a 
youth organisation in which elements of military training are an 
important part of his activities. This process begins with the Young 
Pioneers, which caters for the 9-14 age-group. In the YP such activi- 
ties encompass traditional fieldcrafts, marksmanship, drill, hiking 
and a great deal of vigorous sports. There are also such things as 
radio-building, navigation and flying. The YP strives to turn out 
physically fit youngsters able to look after themselves. It also 
provides indoctrination in the form of stories of the heroic exploits 
of former YP members, and members of the senior Komsomol 
organisation, in the service of their country in war. The young YP 
member is given examples which he is encouraged to follow of 
patriotism and the exercise of the soldierly virtues. 

From 14 this process is continued and intensified in the 
Komsomol organisation. The effectiveness of the whole system was 
demonstrated by the very high number of youngsters below call-up 
age who volunteered for service in World War II. 

By the time a Russian boy reaches normal conscript age (18) 
he has been through a preliminary period in which much of the 
foundations of the good and willing soldier have been laid. He fits 
easily into service life and accepts its discipline as a normal routine. 

We in the West may loathe the cause of Communism to 
which all this training is devoted, and rightly so. However, merely 
for that reason we should not despise the training itself. Millions of 
fit, disciplined young men, believing strongly in what they are 
fighting for, will enter any war with a massive advantage over half- 
fit, badly trained, sloppy young men who have little conviction in 
the rightness of their cause. 

People should not confuse this disciplined way of life with 
the philosophy of Communism itself, and believe that one must 
be a Communist to live such a life. In fact to Communists such a 
system is but a means to an end; Communists in non-Communist 
countries are always to be found as the opponents of such things 
as national discipline, military training, patriotism and defence of 
country — for the very good reason that the task of the good Com- 
munist is to weaken non-Communist states just as it is to strengthen 
Communist ones. 

Not only is there no reason at all why such disciplines should 
not be applied to the service of a cause completely opposite to 
Communism, the fact is that if they are not thus applied non- 
Communist societies are going one day to collapse, either through 
invasion by outside powers or through their own inner decadence. 

From all this we may see that the task of providing Britain 
with defences adequate to her needs of survival is inseparable from 
that of reforming society so that it provides the correct background 
in which the young serviceman can grow up and adapt to service life. 
We cannot fight any serious war without conscript forces — indeed 
we cannot even meet our present peacetime commitments without 
some measure of conscription — but we cannot have conscript forces 

Contd. overleaf 
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of the necessary quality without fundamental changes in civilian 
society, its organisation, its attitudes, its values. The preservation 
of a life of liberalism is incompatible with the demands of national 
survival. 


INTERDEPENDENCE 


Military thinking in Britain must therefore be interlocked with 
political thinking and the mutual isolation between military and 
civilian societies must be no more, the two must see themselves as 
interdependent. Military hierarchy must develop a greater political 
consciousness in order to appreciate what are the necessary founda- 
tions in civilian society for a strong military arm; civilian society 
must overcome the detachment that it has traditionally had from the 
military and incorporate into its habits, customs and sentiments 
sufficient to provide the military world with the raw material it 
requires for all emergencies. 

Civilian society must above all elevate and sustain the values of 
patriotism, physical fitness, discipline and courage — together with a 
profound universal respect for, and pride in, the magnificent tradi- 
tions of the British armed forces throughout their long and distin- 
guished history. In this way more young men will volunteer for full- 
time service, while those who have to be conscripted will for the 
most part adapt to their period of service life much more readily 
than would otherwise be the case. 

In another vital aspect the political conditions must be created 
for the sustenance of national defences: we must have government 
of sufficient strength to be able to give to military preparedness the 
necessary backing for it to be effective. We cannot have a political 


situation in which the priority question of national defence is a 
political football, to be kicked about by conflicting parties pursuing 
their own short-term advantage and thus pandering to demands that 
priorities be shifted in the direction of pleasanter indulgences, such 
as bigger social welfare hand-outs and other soft options to the 
electorate. 

Exactly how we will obtain government of this kind of strength 
and will is another subject and not for discussion here. The purpose 
of this article is to state a need, and the need cannot be in dispute. 

It will be argued that such strong government cannot be 
obtained except through the erosion of our traditional freedoms. 
This is of course the classic liberal response to any proposition which 
does not accord with his most cherished ideals and which confront 
him with the duty to face up to the real world. It is a pertinent 
question whether the political needs for a strong national defence 
which this article has outlined do in fact conflict with the sort of 
freedoms that the average citizen values as his own or whether they 
conflict only with certain freedoms which minority interest groups, 
political and otherwise, postulate as a smokescreen for the various 
axes of their own which they wish to grind. If Britain is defeated in 
war and subjected to the domination of a foreign power, all freedom 
is at an end, so that talk of the possibility of some loss of freedom to 
prevent this happening is about as sensible as a bank manager com- 
plaining that he will lose money maintaining the locks on his strong 
room. Most probably, the ordinary man in the street realises this (he 
has much more sense than the high priests of the political parties 
give him credit for) and he will willingly surrender certain small 
freedoms in order to preserve bigger and much more fundamental 
ones, first and foremost the freedom of his country from foreign 
invasion and of his nation to govern itself. 


SHOCK...HORROR...GASP! 


LESS than seventy NF. Perhaps a hundred 
coloureds and other rubbish. 


Police swoop _on Hampstead Town Hall as... 


NATIONAL FRONT WRECK 
ANTI-RACIST MEETING 


BLAISE WYNDHAM offers a brief pen sketch of some meaningful political 
dialogue carried on recently by Brent Branch in the heart of progressive 


Pin-drop silence for Chairman regret- 
ting that we should be denied the pleasure 
of hearing Mr Alex Lyon who had been 
taken ill (subdued cheer). But Councillor 
Mr Blank, the Mayor of Camden, would 
address us. His Worship said he wouldn’t 
stand long between us and Other Distin- 
guished Speakers. He didn’t. Within a 
minute O.D.S. spoke in no uncertain terms 
with voice and boots:- OUT! OUT! OUT! 
IF THEY’RE BLACK SEND THEM BACK! 
NATIONAL FRONT! NATIONAL FRONT! 
NATIONAL FRONT! And all sorts of fun 
going on in corners. Avebury, erstwhile 
Lubbock, the Miracle of Orpington, seized 
the microphone and did his voiceless best, 
but there were no Orpingtonian miracles 
here. Defeated platform went into the 
familiar pale-faced huddle. 

No punch-up, but the noise was 
formidable. STAMP—SLOGAN-—STAMP— 
SLOGAN-STAMP, the hall trembled with 
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Hampstead. 


it. Frustrated multi-racialists, the amiability 
wiped off their faces, screamed — almost 
unheard — invective at the NF. Bearded 
Sikhs did their best to look wise and superior, 
but were obviously scared and taken aback 
that this could happen in Hampstead. If 
this was the voice of Dutt-Pawkerland what 
hope for little India, Leicester and Bradford! 

At last the police were called. 

Nick is three-hundred yards away but 
it took them half-an-hour to come strolling 
in. Familiar face was that of the Superin- 
tendent from Harlesden who had been trans- 
ferred. “Now Mr Wyndham, you know I’m 
a reasonable man” and “How’s Martin 
Webster?” Also a diplomatic man. But it was 
all very matey. Each couple went “quietly”, 
but most vocally. Outside the attitude was 
friendly still. Dick Franklin had gotten a 
kick from some lefty as he was leaving and 


he reported this and says he will take action. 
But that was all. We had shut up their 
meeting for a full hour or more. 

One of the tit-bits was a balding, gold 
rim-spectacled semitic person beside himself 
with what the niggers had done to Mrs 
Bloch and others in Uganda — he never 
stopped screaming at the platform all by 
himself until the police arrived. Heard he 
was from Finchley branch. 

On the faces of all non-party members 
present was a fixed look of utter consterna- 
tion that this could be happening in Hamp- 
stead. And I think it must have been on 
mine too - I couldn’t believe it was really 
happening in the place where we had slogged 
away apparently in vain for so many years. 
Another good sign seems to be that there are 
posters put up weeks ago — STILL UP. 

A most enjoyable evening! 


. 
” 


IT SEEMS that the Scottish National Party 
has got up such a lot of momentum that it 
looks set to steamroller the “‘British’’ Parlia- 
mentary parties and secure for itself a 
majority of the constituencies in Scotland at 
the next General Election. 

I am not going to attempt here to 
analyse the reasons why this seems to be the 
situation and what the political implications 
of S.N.P. wins in a majority of Scottish 
constituencies would be. Those are matters 
which should be the subject of a series of 
in-depth features . . . hopefully produced 
with the co-operation Scots. 

I will simply observe that a body of 
people in Scotland are campaigning to separ- 
ate Scotland from the rest of the United 
Kingdom so as to set up an entirely separate 
and sovereign state. As British nationalists 
we have a duty to frustrate that objective. 

For the time being all British nation- 
alists can do, particularly those living in 
Scotland, is to wage a kind of guerilla war 
against the S.N.P. designed to bring to the 
surface and irritate a vast range of policy 
contradictions and ideological fudging which 
has — at least the national press south of the 
border — gone unnoticed. 

The three weakest points in the S.N.P. 
propaganda facade are in the areas of econo- 
mic policy, the Common Market and race. 
British nationalists in Scotland should start 
now to bombard the correspondence columns 
of Scottish publications of all types with 
letters which, either by means of direct 
questioning, or by more ironic means, pick 
away at exactly where the S.N.P. stands on 
these matters. 

Such letters need not directly advertise 
the fact that the writer is an NF member — 
indeed, depending on the ‘game’ being played 
in any particular letter, the very opposition 
impression might usefully be given. NF 
members who have gained publicity as NF 
activists should adopt a nom de plume. 

On the economic front, correspondence 
column agents provocateurs could, perhaps, 
pose as “lifelong Socialists” who feel them- 
selves attracted by the nationalist appeal of 
the S.N.P. but are afraid that the S.N.P. 
would simply replace English capitalist 
domination of Scotland by Scottish capitalist 
domination -— while the multi-national 
exploiters would carry on as before. Should 
there not be total nationalisation of every- 
thing? Should not all the land-owners be 
dispossessed? Should not the foreign investors 
be dispossessed of their holdings in Scottish 
enterprises? : 

Letters to the same publications from 
“lifelong Conservatives’ or “lifelong Liberals’ 
who are tempted vote S.N.P., could be 
produced with equal ease. They would be 
keen to receive re-assurances that the S.N.P. 
is not simply a tartan disguise for a Com- 
munist or extreme Socialist revolution. Would 
the sanctity of private property be respected? 
Will foreign investors be hounded? Will mad 
cap revolutionaries on the Left be kept under 
control? Is it true that some prominent 
S.N.P. leaders harbour Marxist economic 
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JUST HOW NATIONALIST 


IS THE S.N.P.? 


views? 

The assurances which the S.N.P. will 
seek to give in reply to the questions of the 
“Jifelong Socialist” will contradict or com- 
promise the assurances which the S.N.P. will 
also seek to give to the “lifelong Conserva- 
tive”. These contradictions can in their turn 
be exploited by further letters to the press 

. . this time from “lifelong, but now 
disillusioned Scottish nationalists’, or 
“independents”. 

A whole lot more fun can be had by 
teasing the S.N.P. on their preparedness to 
negotiate Scottish membership of the 
Common Market. On this subject letters to 
the press could quite well come from “‘life- 
long Scottish nationalists” — both of the 
left-wing and the right-wing variety. 


E.E.C. AND OIL 


What is the point they would want to 
know, of freeing Scotland from absorbtion 
in the United Kingdom only to allow Scot- 
land to be absorbed into a very much bigger 
and alien supra-national power, the E.E.C.? 
Is not England part of the E.E.C. anyway, 
and are not English politicians among the 
governors of the Common Market . . . indeed, 
is not an English politician, Roy Jenkins, 
going to become boss of the E.E.C. Com- 
mission? Does not the Treaty of Rome, 
which an S.N.P. Government would have to 
sign before Scotland could join the Common 
Market, give the E.E.C. the power to dictate 
to the governments of member nations? 
What price “‘Nationalism” in such a set-up? 

And what about “Scottish Oil’’ in the 
Common Market? Is not the S.N.P. aware 
that E.E.C. Commissioners have declared 
that they insist that what Scottish Nation- 
alists call “‘Scottish Oil” is in reality ““Euro- 
pean Oil’? How can the promised “Scottish 
economic boom” take place if “Scottish 
Oil” is earmarked for sale at disadvantageous 
prices to members of the Common Market? 

Rank and file S.N.P. members, like 
decent ordinary British people everywhere, 
are profoundly racialistic. However, the 
S.N.P. leadership is frantically keen to show 
its face to the international press as being 
multi-racialist in outlook. They have often 
attacked the National Front — not because 
the NF is, as yet, a political threat to them 
but simply to advertise to the international 
liberaldom what “nice and respectable” 
nationalists they are. 

Our phantom letter-writers must work 
overtime to put to the test that “‘nice and 
respectable” multi-racialism! On this theme, 
letters should come from individuals who do 
not betray any party political leanings. 

What is the attitude of the S.N.P. to 


Coloured Immigration — or any Immigration? 
Will English people be allowed to move to 
Scotland and take up Scottish citizenship? 
Will English people living in Scotland be 
required either to leave? How will any laws 
affecting the English affect Coloured Immi- 
grants who either came to Scotland direct, 
or who came via England? Are these Coloured 
people Scottish — or only if, as in the case of 
some West Indians, they are half-caste and 
have a Scottish surname? 

Is it true that S.N.P. candidates in 
certain urban areas have had special leaflets 
printed in Asian languages in the hope of 
winning the Immigrant vote? Where is the 
logic in seeking to cut Scotland off from her 
racial kinfolk in England, yet chasing totally 
alien immigrants for their votes? 

What criteria does the S.N.P. use to 
define who is a ‘Scotsman’? How does that 
criteria relate to the S.N.P.’s definition of a 
nation and Nationalism? 

Would the S.N.P. recognise that Scot- 
land has a continuing obligation, even after 
independence if it comes, to continue to 
take in thousands of Coloured Common- 
wealth Immigrants? If not, is that not racial- 
ism, a rejection of the clear need to build up 
multi-racial societies everywhere? Should 
Sikhs be allowed to wear kilts on motorbikes? 

Providing NF members’ letters are not 
too crude, they can have a lot of good fun — 
and make a lot of devastating propaganda — 
at the expense of the S.N.P. This is not a 
futile exercise, for the majority of S.N.P. 
members are decent people who fell in with 
that party for the same reasons that our 
members joined the NF: that is, the failure 
of the traditional Parliamentary parties to 
provide any leadership, any future, any 
hope. If we can expose S.N.P. folly, we can 
win many valuable converts. 


COMMON MARKET MADNESS 
Contd. from page 8 
payers’ money. At least 1000 have gone to 
Europe, and what do we gain in return? 
These are some of the less publicised 
facts about the EEC. But they make it quite 
clear why we should redouble our efforts 
to regain our national independance. The 
nation’s future identity has been undermined 
by many years of Government subversion, 
but the National Front is what the people of 
this country are turning to and joining in the 
fight against Internationalist power-grabbing. 
To free ourselves of the EEC will be to win 
the first battle. I recommend that readers 
deepen their understanding of the EEC issue 
by reading the Spearhead special issue on the 
Referendum campaign, and the publication 
The Common Market; Why Britain Must Get 
Out, both available from the National Front. 
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THE HOUSE OF 


ROTHSCHILD 


Reprinted in an abridged form with acknow- 
ledgements to AMERICAN OPINION. 


WHATEVER role the Rothschilds may have 
played in the Bolshevik Revolution that 
soon took Russia has been well hidden. 
Contemporaries reported that, in Vienna, 
Trotsky “used to play chess with Baron 
Rothschild in Cafe Central’, but there is 
little more. 

If the Rothschilds were involved in 
bankrolling the Bolsheviks, as they had the 
revolutionaries of 1948 and 1871, they were 
careful to do it through agents and allies. 
The three international bankers most prom- 
inently linked with the overthrow of the Tsar 
and the later enthroning of Lenin were Jacob 
Schiff, Max Warburg, and J.P. Morgan. All 
had, however, been closely tied to the House 
of Rothschild. 

One indication that the Rothschilds 
may have known that the Bolshevik Revolu- 
tion was being brewed, and it is inconceivable 
that they did not, is the fact that their Paris 
house unloaded its interests in the fabulously 
rich Baku oilfields to Shell in 1913. At that 
time Russian oil was flooding Western 
Europe, breaking Standard’s stranglehold on 
the petroleum market. No reason has been 
given as to why the Rothschilds would have 
been willing to part with so incredibly 
valuable a property unless, as even friendly 
sources more than hint, the House of Roths- 
child smelled revolution in the wind. 

Still, interesting as oil has become, 
gold is the commodity which has been tradi- 
tionally associated with the Rothschilds. In 
the early 1800s they began by smuggling 
other people’s gold. Later they became 
involved in lending their own gold and gold- 
backed currencies. The family name was 
synonymous with the gold standard. 

Professor Carrol Quigley tells us in 
Tragedy And Hope that the ploy of the 
international banking fraternity in the 
Nineteenth Century was to promote inflation 
during wartime in which the bankers would 
lend cheap currency to the warring parties 
and then, after the war, put governments 
back on a strict gold standard like a dieter 
who has been on a Christmas binge. Thus the 
Rothschilds would lend cheap money and be 
repaid in gold-backed currency of increased 
value. 

Not surprisingly, since the family dealt 
in gold, it became interested in its produc- 
tion. The English Rothschilds made their 
move in the late Nineteenth Century through 
a man named Cecil Rhodes, who fronted for 
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them in Southern Africa. 

According to Professor Quigley: “With 
financial support from Lord Rothschild and 
Alfred Beit, he (Rhodes) was able to mono- 
polize the diamond mines of South Africa as 
DeBeers Consolidated Mines and to build up 
a great gold mining enterprise as Consolidated 
Gold Fields”. 

Today the Rothschilds still control 
these and many other mines through their 
Anglo-American Corporation. Harry Oppen- 
heimer runs the Rothschild empire in South 
Africa, the world’s largest gold producer, 
and manipulates the situation for his bosses 
back in London. 


PRICE OF GOLD 


And it is back in London, at the home 
office, where the price of gold is set. The 
Rothschilds remain, as they have been for 
decades, the official gold broker to the Bank 
of England. The firm of N.M. Rothschild & 
Sons is the only bank on earth with its own 
Gold Fixing Room. At ten-thirty in the 
morning on each banking day, five men meet 
in the Rothschild offices to set the day’s 
price for gold. They represent the firms of 
N.M. Rothschild & Sons, Samuel Montagu, 
Mocatta & Goldsmid, Johnson-Matthey, and 
Sharps-Pixley. 

At the daily ritual the Rothschilds not 
only represent themselves, but the Bank of 
England. In this capacity they buy and sell 
gold for the central banks of the world. So 
much for the supposed free market in gold. 
Perhaps you had wondered why movement 
of the price of gold seems to defy all logic. 
Now you know. 

And you can also begin to understand 
why the Rothschilds were long champions of 
the gold standard. From time to time they 
would create panics by shifting gold reserves 
around from country to country. But. as 
communications and public sophistication 
improved, a new game had to be invented. 
Under normal conditions the price of gold 
varied very little. Big money can only be 
made when the price is going up and down. 
So the friendly Rothschild brothers began 
promoting the game of paper versus gold. In 
Communist parlance. this is dialectics: thesis 
and antithesis. 

Through their support of the Fabian 
Socialist London School of Economics, the 
Rothschilds joined the Rockefellers and 
other banking Jnsiders in popularizing the 
theories of John Maynard Keynes. who 


advocated replacing a gold-backed currency 
with a paper currency which could be 
expanded and contracted at will. In practice, 
the currency is mostly expanded, but slowing 
the expansion rate has the effect of creating 
panic. 

Now we have the perpetual war 
between paper currencies and gold, with one 
being in the driver’s seat for a time and then 
the other. This results in periodic — and 
highly profitable — gyrating of the market. 
Whenever the dollar, pound, franc, and 
deutschmark begin changing values with 
respect to each other, people whisper of the 
mysterious “Gnomes of Zurich”. The poor 
gnomes take a terrible drubbing. They make 
a convenient scapegoat for the team of R& 
R — Rothschild and Rockefeller. 


NECK-DEEP IN CONSPIRACIES 


It is sometimes claimed that the 
Rothschilds have been victims of the egali- 
tarian fervor and strangling taxes which have 
served as great levellers in the Twentieth 
Century. On the surface, this seems quite 
plausible. And there is no doubt that the 
Rothschilds have paid lots to taxes of all 
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planning World 
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types, especially death taxes on estates. The 
family has unloaded many of its white- 
elephant mansions. But there is something 
here which does not quite wash. 

Nobody has ever accused the Roths- 
childs of hiding behind the door when the 
brains were passed out, nor has the family 
ever been known to ignore self interest in 
favour of patriotic sacrifice. Neck deep in 
Europe’s political conspiracies, the family 
has never been an enemy of the Socialist 
movements which put into effect the con- 
fiscatory tax system now enthroned in 
England and France. The Rothschilds have 
in fact regularly conspired with revolution- 
aries, promoting State Socialism and mana- 
ging to profit from it, just as have the 
Rockefellers in America. 

Since the Rothschild businesses have 
always been multinational, it strains credu- 
lity to believe that for at least the past fifty 
years they have not been diverting much of 
their overseas profits into friendly tax 
havens like Switzerland and Lichtenstein 
rather than repatriate them to England or 
France for the benefit of the tax collector. 
One may safely assume that the bulk of 
Rothschild wealth is today someplace where 
the people like to yodel. 

Baron Edmond’s older cousin Guy de 
Rothschild, sixty-seven, is chairman of the 


Paris Banque Rothschild, which has $1.5 
billion in assets. Like Edmond, Guy is a 
master conspirator who is determined to 
retain Rothschild supremacy. Accordingly, 
he states “We have inherited a position in 
the establishment that we must maintain. 
We will be a part of all, but apart, distinct 
and unique, unlike anyone else. We will 
change, evolve, but will still dominate.” 

Across the channel the House of 
Rothschild is headed by Victor, age sixty- 
six, the third Lord Rothschild. Victor 
joined the Fabian Society while at Cambridge 
and is a member of England’s (Socialist) 
Labour Party. The Los Angeles Times of 
December 15, 1970, quotes the Marxist 
multi-millionaire as stating: “We have come 
to associate with Conservative rule the 
following conditions: unemployment, under- 
nourishment, unpreparedness, unpopularity 
abroad, unequal pay, education and oppor- 
tunities, undeveloped resources and a lack of 
opposition to fascism’. Lord Victor heads 
the banking firm of N.M. Rothschild & 
Sons, started by his great, great grandfather 
Nathan. 

Victor’s newphew Leo, a partner in 
the London family bank, is also a director 
of the Bank of England. 

The Rothschild boys are increasingly 
investing in the United States. In October 
1969, the Rockefeller-controlled Inter- 
national Basic Economy Corporation 
(I.B.E.C.) announced that it had entered 
into an agreement with the London Roths- 
childs jointly to set up and manage mutual 
funds'for sale direct to the public through- 
out the world. It was I.B.E.C., you may 
recall, which announced in 1967 that it 
would be building tyre and aluminium plants 
behind the Iron Curtain. 

Société Imetal, the French Rothschild 
holding company which controls mineral- 
producing companies on every continent, 
moved into the United States during the fall 
of 1975 by acquisition of control in Copper- 
weld Corporation of Glassport, Pennsylvania. 
The acquisition price was $112 million. 

The Copperweld takeover was engin- 
eered by Kuhn, Loeb & Company (a firm 
associated with the Rothschilds since Jacob 
Schiff became a partner in it before the turn 
of the century) and New Court Securities 
Corporation. New Court is the directly 
owned arm of the Rothschilds in the 
American investment banking business. Its 
name comes from the address of the original 
N.M. Rothschild & Sons, located at New 
Court in London. 

Another American connection of the 
French Rothschilds is the investment banking 
firm of Lazard Fréres. One of their partners, 
Felex Rohatyn, is running the Bic Mac bail- 
out program for New York City. With the 
heat on Standard Oil, Chase Manhattan, and 
Citicorp, are the Rothschilds moving in on 
Rockefeller territory? It is possible that is 
just what is happening. But there are also 
areas of active cooperation where they are 
working together for a World Government 


under their own domination. 

Which of these Jnsider families is 
running the show, we don’t pretend to 
know. Nor is there any way an outsider is 
ever going to find out. The Rothschilds and 
the Rockefellers seem at once to cooperate 
and to engage in tough competition but 
always on the Jnside. It is an arrangement of 
ever greater secrecy in which national 
sovereignties appear more and more to be 
mere pawns in the game. What is certain is 
that the Rothschilds and the Rockefellers 
continue to be allied in promoting the 
World Superstate. 

The heart of the World Government 
movement in the United States is the Council 
on Foreign Relations, usually referred to as 
the C.F.R. It is headed by David Rockefeller 
and is often referred to as our “invisible 
government” because its members have long 
held the key positions in both Democrat and 
Republican Administrations. But one must 
remember that the C.F.R., which is discussed 
in detail in the author’s new book, The 
Rockefeller File, is an outgrowth of the 
London-based Royal Institute for Inter- 
national Affairs (R.I.1.A.). 

In Tragedy And Hope, Professor 
Carroll Quigley details how a “secret society” 
(the term is Quigley’s) called the Round 
Table created the Royal Institute as a public 
arm of a conspiracy to establish a World 
Government. The man behind the Round 
Table was Lord Rothschild, and his chief 
lieutenant was Lord Alfred Milner, whom 
we have previously mentioned as having 
arranged funding for the Petrograd Soviet 
during the Bolshevik Revolution. 

The Jnsider organization which meets 


periodically with representatives of the 
Atlantic groups above to coordinate their 
foreign policies and to further plans for the 
Great Merger is called the Bilderbergers. The 
name comes from the hotel where Insiders 
of the network we have cited held its first 
meeting after World War II. Fronting the 
creation of the Bilderbergers was Prince 
Bernhard of The Netherlands, the man 
recently accused of pocketing a million- 
dollar “contribution” from Lockheed. Sitting 
on the Steering Committee of the Bilderbergs 
is Baron Edmond Rothschild. 

The Baron is also active in the Pan 
Europe movement which envisions a united 
Europe from the “Atlantic to the Urals”. 
The Urals, of course, are in the middle of 
Russia. Edmond’s sympathies for a “united 
Europe” are clear. Nation’s Business of 
March 1972 quotes him concerning the 
creation of a European currency to replace 
the various national currencies. Read what 
the Baron Edmond has to say and consider 
the implications for yourself: 

“There will be a Euro currency, but I 
don’t know if it will come in 10 years. 
Making a time guess would be loose talk. 
One currency in Europe will be a result of 
unification politically. The currency will not 
precede unification. The point now is how 
fast European unification is going. Integration 
is taking place in little ways every day; there 
are few setbacks ... This is revolutionary ...” 

Yes, those uncommonly rich Roths- 
childs do bear watching. They are right in 
the middle - on the inside — of a world 
coup. First, regional world government. 
Then the Great Merger to bring on the New 
World Order. 
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SIR: At the commencement of coloured 
immigration, race mixing was known princi- 
pally for the racial tension and race riots 
that almost invariably arose from it wherever 
race mixing occurred. Therefore, the pro- 
motors had to try to justify coloured immi- 
gration in that specific context. 

They thus asserted, to the scepticism 
of many, that Britain was going to be the 
one great exception, by showing the world 
that race mixing could be a perfectly 
harmonious and beneficial affair for all 
concerned. 

For obvious reasons they have since 
had to drop that claim. 

The obvious fallacy of their first 
gambit has thus led them to fall back on 
their second line of defence, that it is only a 
very small and very extreme minority who 
want a complete stop to immigration, let 
alone favour repatriation. 

Unfortunately for them, this too does 
not hold water, if we are to judge by the 
words of the great multi-racialist - “Sir” 
Harold Wilson. (I fear that this one, valiant 
service of his career contributed not at all to 
his elevation to knighthood!) 

In an article to the Observer Review 
shortly after his defeat in the 1970 general 
election, H.W. did us the unique service of 
writing this confession: “A very large percen- 
tage of supporters of each of the three 
parties, usually in the higher eighties, has 
demanded much tougher controls on immi- 
gration from the Commonwealth, with a 
strong majority in favour of repatriation.” 
(quoted in Spearhead No.43). 

I am at a loss to understand why we 
have not rammed this statement down the 
throats of the multi-racialists AD NAUSEAM! 

In spite of this knowledge having 
resided indisputably in the hands of a British 
Prime Minister. who has held the post for 
some eight years since the start of coloured 
immigration, there has been not the remotest 
effort to pander to the will of the majority 
on this issue, nor to concede that the much 
vilified NF immigration policy is indeed a 
majority, and not a minority view point. 

Furthermore. it appears that no 
coloured immigrants arriving here have ever 
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been warned by a British Government that 
their permanent residence in Britain might 
be resented by the majority of the indigenous 
population, and that there was therefore no 
guarantee that they might not be subject to 
repatriation under an elected British govern- 
ment of the future. 

This can surely be fairly described as 
the calculated deception of the immigrants, 
in addition to being an act of treason against 
the indigenous population. 

R.D. MOLESWORTH, 
Cheltenham, Glos. 


SIR: One sure way to destroy a nation is to 
encourage the belief that the pursuit of 
pleasure and material selfishness is the chief 
good in life, that irresponsible and perverse 
sexual behaviour and the use of stimulants 
to get more ‘kicks’ out of life are signs of 
‘freedom’, individuality and even progress. 
Add to this the belief that it is a virtue to 
encourage inter-marriage between those of 
one’s own race and individuals from other 
races who have marked negative racial 
characteristics and the stage is set for a 


nation’s decline and fall. 

This is precisely what happened to 
Rome and this is what is happening to 
Britain today. 

GRAHAM JONES, 
Wolverhampton, Staffs. 


SIR: Most obliging of you to review my 
Guardian piece in your current issue. Not 
many factual errors, though a few false 
assumptions. I didn’t fight in the Spanish 
War; I don’t go to El Vino’s; I haven’t been 
to Fleet Street for years. 

One curious omission: in your defini- 
tion of “‘flat-earth multiracialists’” you could 
have indulged yourselves with the dread fact 
that I am married to an Asian, and have an 
Asian family, and we get on splendidly. 
Make a meal of that, heroes. 

JAMES CAMERON, 
London W.12. 


@ We are pleased to note from Mr Cameron's 
extremely bad-tempered review, which 
appeared in the Guardian after receipt of the 
above letter, that our Spearhead article 
caused such anguished pangs of self- 
recognition. —Ed. 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 
month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. 
You could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month's winner (below) was 


published in the Birmingham Post. 


Sir. — I refer to an 
editoral comment and a = 
news item in your edition with 
of July 26, referring to the to 


the 


it is a party of British 
people, for British people 


reinstate 


special privileged  treat- 


ment by the Aussies. 
I will not comment on 
the probable response from 


determination 
this their 


National Front. 


From their contents it 
would seem that’ the 
increase in attacks against 
the integrity of the party 
is to be based, not only on 
an extension of previous (diis- 
tortions and misrepresenta- 
tions, but is to range into 
the totally new area of 
soothsaying by prognosticat- 
ing the party’s polices some 
years hence! . 

Although other parties 
modify their policies to suit 
the demands of pressure 
groups, the National Front 
is in the unique position of 
being completely independ- 
ent from outside influences 
and is able therefore, to 
adhere steadfastly to those 
aims contained in its policy 
statement. 


These aims may only be 
changed in a democratic 
manner by the grass roots 
membership, and not by 
Roy Jenkins or The Bir- 
mingham Post. 

I would advise that Jews, 
Catholics and Freemasons 
are welcome to join the 
National -Front, as are Pro- 
testants and ‘Buffs. because 


country to the positon of 
dignity and pride that it 
once held. 

I am, ‘however, truly 
amazed at your comments 
concerning trade unionists, 
when tthe policy clearly out- 
lines the necessity for 
stronger trade union 
activity, coupled with 
greater responsibility and 
co-ordination between shop 
floor and management. 

These points are clearly 
underlined, and explained 
in detail, by a publication 
of the party’s industrial 
policy section called “Be- 
yond Capitalism and Socia- 
lism,’ which is a critical 
analysis of today’s ecinomic 
and industrial problems. | 

So we see that trade. 
unionists (who form a sub- 
stantial proportion of the 
party’s membership) have 
everything to gain from 
National Front policy. 

How are racial clashes 
engendered? Briton could 
visit America and advise 
the Yanks to go home (it is 
not really their country you 
know) or he could emigrate 
to Australia and demand 


the Aussies, involving the 
use of their famous adjec- 
tive, but strangely, it is not 
their country either. 


We do, of course, forgive 
these cases, but should a 
Briton have the temerity to 
show loyalty to his own 
countrymen in his own 
country, then this is racial 
heresy! . 

The National Front does 
not seek to promote racial 
strife, even in the face of 
such provocative statements 
and actions by immigrant 
leaders, as “your govern- 
ment must allow 60,000 
Asians dependants into the 
country, or there will be 
trouble, we are setting up 
vigilante patrols to protect 
ourselves.” 

We still feel that the 
blame for the present situa- 
tion is entirely attributable 
to the criminal folly of 
our politicians in open- 
img our shores to a flood- 
tide, and not to the immi- 
grant community at large. 

R. A. BLOOR 
Birmingham Central 
Branch of the National 
Front. 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Trouble shooting 


Silly Season Story 

“National (?) af-Front”. This is only 
one of many gems to be found in the latest 
bulletin of the National Party splinter group. 
As August is traditionally the time when 
journalists produce ‘silly season’ stories, I 
shall comment upon the tatty tract. 

The bulletin, with its obsessive and 
paranoic invective against the National 
Front, written in yard-long stream of con- 
sciousness ‘sentences’, mark it as the work of 
the Gypsy Horse Dealer himself, Kingsley 
Read . . . whose spelling, grammar and typing 
seem to have improved slightly (or he typed 
the stencil before lunchtime). 

The main part of the screed was 
devoted to denunciations of the NF as being 
a gang of out-and-out Nazis who receive 
massive financial backing from the Conser- 
vative Party simply in order to distract the 
mass media from giving sufficient publicity 
to the party which the Establishment really 
fears! 

Read writes that he is “pleased to 
announce that the successes of the past six 
months are so incredible that even the most 
optimistic of the founder members could 
never have believed that even one-half of 
what we have achieved, against the most 
tremendous odds, was possible’. Phew! 

Gloom does not completely dominate 
the bulletin, however. It seems that a “very 
long and objective report” was carried not 
long ago in The Hindustan Times of Dacca, 
Pakistan. How useful! 

What caught my attention more than 
anything else, though, was the seventh, and 
by far the longest, item in the bulletin. It 
was headed: “BE ON YOUR GUARD!”. 

The item spoke in dark terms of a plot 
by nasties, beasties and things-that-go-bump- 
in-the-night to infiltrate the splinter group so 
as to discover the size and location of its 
Branches and the identity of persons involved 
in their work. Even more Hellish, these 
disruptive elements are active in “pushing 
forward ideas aimed at damaging our mem- 
bers’ morale’”’. 

One such fiendish rumour is that the 
splinter group’s leadership is contemplating 
asking for re-admission inio the National 
Front! Of this Read expostulated: 

“Anyone who imagines .. . that we 
should contemplate re-associating with the 
remnant cultists of the front must either be 
unaware of the real reasons for our leaving 
them in the first place, or have no under- 
standing of DEMOCRATIC BRITISH NAT- 
IONALISM . . . or smear our PARTY with 
the same historical cultism that the current 
leadership of the front can never deny was 
their past and remains in their present.” 

What we learn from this passage is that 


if you are feeling a bit dispondent you can 
give yourself and your chums a sensation of 
importance by producing a bulletin in which 
whenever you mention your own organisa- 
tion’s name you use capital letters through- 
out, while never giving a capital letter even 
to the first letter of the enemy organisation’s 
proper name. (This propaganda technique 
can only have been copied from Hymie 
Kaplan, who, it will be remembered, used to 
boost his self-esteem not just by printing his 
name in capitals, but by decorating it with 
different coloured stars and flowers!) 

According to Read, other sinister 
methods which “They” are up to include: 

“Trying to discredit individual PARTY 
members by spreading unfounded rumours 
about their private lives.”. (From whom 
could they have learned that trick?) 

“Suggesting that Branch or PARTY 
officials are not giving of their best, thus 
creating an atmosphere of bickering at 
Branch meetings.”” (Oh no! Not more 
bickering!) 

Then comes the really good bit! 

“Tf you have any suspicions of a fellow 
member because he behaves in any of these 
ways, do not automatically judge him a spy 
. .. but where such behaviour is consistent . . . 
please report this, in strictest confidence, to 
a member of the INNER COUNCIL of the 
PARTY, marking your letter personal and 
confidential and sending it recorded delivery 
to Head Office. 

What a happy band of brothers! What 
comradely occasions their Branch meetings 
must be! What moving faith the leadership 
have in their devoted followers! How great is 
the trust which the leadership have in each 
other — when they cannot appoint a parti- 
cular body within their party, or even a 
particular member of its “Inner Council” to 
be the recipient of sneak letters. Instead, 
they have to publish the names of all the 
members of the “Inner Council” so as to 
oblige the rank and file to guess which is 
likely to be the most responsible and trust- 
worthy. (Which one would you choose . . .?) 

But soft! What is this “Inner Council’? 
What is this phenomenon that seems to have 
grown up overnight, like a rare and poisonous 
toadstool in the darkest depths of a dripping 
forest in Nightmareland? I once quickly 
perused the splinter group’s Constitution, 
and in marvelling at the strict orthodoxy of 
its “democratic centralist” structure noted 
that the supposed Governing Body of the 
whole shebang was the 21 member Executive 
Council. 

At the inaugural General Meeting of 
the splinter group a full complement was 
elected to the Executive Council. Now I 
know that since then several Executive 


Council members have resigned from the 
‘Party’ (not least tall aristocratic Roy 
Painter), but I hadn’t heard that resignations 
had come so thick and fast that the Executive 
Council had shrunk to a clique of five. 

Presumably, if there are still more than 
five members of the Executive Council, and 
the five “Inner Council’ members are, by 
definition, insiders, then the remaining 
Executive Council members must be, so to 
speak, outsiders. How jolly! 

Is it not amusing to recall that last 
year Read denounced as “authoritarian” and 
“undemocratic” John Tyndall’s suggestion 
that the National Front’s governing body 
should be reduced from 20 to six persons? 
Now we have Read, the personification of 
“democratic nationalism” running his very 
own splinter group by means of a de facto 
governing body of . . . five people! 

The warnings in the Read screed about 
“spies” and “disrupters” didn’t come a 
moment too soon, for as Read was posting 
his official bulletin some malcontented 
splinter group member was posting out an 
unofficial anonymous tract. 

He — or she — asked: “Why are there 
so many former Nazis on the party’s Execu- 
tive Council? Isn’t that what we formed the 
NP to get away from?” 


He — or she — also reproduced part of 
the front page of the Labour Weekly of 15th 
August, which first made public the fact that 
Read had accepted an, invitation from the 
German National Democratic Party (smeared 
by the media as “‘neo-Nazi’’) to go to Ham- 
burg on 7th August in order to address a 
massed rally of “European nationalist 
groups’. 

Since this became known Read insists 
that while he did originally accept the invita- 
tion, he later had to turn it down at the 
insistence of his Executive Council. In an 
indiscreet phone conversation he later 
described the Executive decision as ‘“‘wrong”’. 
But he went on to say: “We still have plenty 
of good contacts in Germany. There will be 
another time!” 


The cancellation greatly upset Read 
who looked forward to marching up and 
down the arena in Hamburg — teeth, rings 
and cufflinks glinting — preceded by a 
massed Loyalist accordian band! (True! He 
got his Merseyside chum Clive Lucas rushing 
around Liverpool Orange Lodges trying to 
book one!) 


I am genuinely sorry that the spotty 
clique of schoolboy Strasserites prevented 
Read from going on his little ego trip. They 
denied us all a side-splitting spectacle of 
cosmic vulgarity. Still, as Read himself says: 
“There will be another time!” 
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AVENGE THIS OUTRAGE 


Shown here is frail and elderly Mrs Elsie Barszak, our candidate in the Bolton ward of 
the Bradford council elections in May, after she had fallen to the ground under a hail of 
bricks thrown by Communists during the Bradford march. Helping Mrs Barszak to her feet 
is Mrs Sue Brons, the wife of the NF’s Yorkshire Regional Chairman. 

We must not only defend our marches from that kind of outrage, WE MUST ALSO 
DEFEND OUR STEWARDS, who at the risk of their loss of freedom and physical safety 
have often to deal with the communist hooligans responsible for Mrs Barszak’s injury. 

At Bradford recently four of our stewards, David Matson, Stewart Rigby, Thomas 
Nobbs and Paul Johannson were fined as a result of battles with communists who attacked 
our march in May. Fines totalled £270, in addition to which there are legal costs amounting 
to £189. 

We need £459. Please send contributions to NF Head Office. Cheques and P.O.s should 
be made out to ‘‘National Front (Defence Appeal)” and crossed “‘Defence Appeal”. 


DEFEND THOSE WHO DEFEND YOU 


Training the Party 


ANDREW BRONS has been appointed by 

_ the National Directorate as National Front 
Education Officer. In this capacity he will 
be responsible for the promotion of political 
education and training courses for members, 
particularly prospective candidates and local 
party leaders. 

Mr. Brons has been a party stalwart 
since the foundation of the NF and for 
several years has been one of the most 
valued members of the National Directorate. 

A university lecturer on law, he suc- 
cessfully built a branch in his own home 
town of Harrogate, Yorks. Later he took on 
the responsibility for organising the party 
throughout the Yorkshire Region and it is 
largely to him that is owed the credit for the 
strength and high standards now achieved by 
the NF in that part of the country. 

Recently he organised the highly 
successful series of election candidates’ and 
agents’ seminars in London, the Midlands 
and the North and he is presently engaged 
on a handbook on election procedure for use 
by the NF. 


Andrew Brons 
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NF gets back 
on Its feet 


in South East 
London 


SOUTH EAST LONDON was one of the 
areas of the country hardest hit by the 
‘populist’ split at the beginning of this year. 
In the Lewisham and Southwark branches, 


which constitute a large part of the S.E. 


London Region, there had been a particu- 


larly virulently subversive element at work 


for some time and whereas in most NF 
branches all or nearly all members remained 


loyal in the split, these two were among the 


few in which a substantial number supported 
the splitters. 

As a result, the NF was weak and 
activity was at a low ebb in this area for 
some months. 

Now, however, the party has greatly 
revived in the area and the Lewisham and 
Southwark branches are back to proper 
operational strength. This has been achieved 
through the winning back of a number of 


Peter Williams with his wife Crystal. 


members who had been temporarily misled 
by the splitters and by a good rate of recruit- 
ment of new members over the last two or 
three months. 

A major role in this rebuilding process 
has been performed by two Directorate 
members, Peter Williams and Richard 
Edmonds. To Peter Williams first and fore- 
most the NF owes its development over the 
years in South East London. Amidst the 
desertions and the waverings, he has remained 
steadfastly loyal to the party and put in a 
massive amount of dedicated work towards 
organising it in his region. He has for some 
time been Chairman of the South East 
London Regional Council and was a candi- 
date for Lewisham in the last General 
Election. 


oa 


Portrait of a 
great activist 


BLAISE WYNDHAM, the writer of the 
article appearing on page 12, is one of the 
men whose extraordinary determination and 
dedication have been primarily responsible 
for the building of the National Front. 

One of the very early pioneer members 
of the party, Mr. Wyndham was the main 
architect of the very strong Camden and 
Brent Branch in North West London (since 
divided into separate Camden and Brent 
branches). 

No youngster when the NF began, 
Mr. Wyndham was as active as any member 
of his branch, taking part in long hours of 
leafletting and other strenuous activities. 
Now in his eighties, he still comes on NF 
marches, sometimes marching for miles, and 
unflinchingly faces the Red violence often 
present on those occasions. He has also 
organised, and taken part in, many vigorous 
demonstrations by his own branch over the 
years. He is a prolific letter writer to the 
press. 

He has been a member of the National 
Directorate for several years and has served 
the NF loyally in that capacity. He has been 
in the forefront of those who have fought to 
defend hard-line nationalist principles in the 
party against any infection by liberal or 
‘populist’ doctrines. In the party crisis 
created at the beginning of this year by the 
‘populist’ faction in their attempt to split 
the NF, Mr. Wyndham was one of the princi- 
pal leaders of the loyalists who worked 
successfully to maintain the main body of 
the party intact. 


Blaise Wyndham — pictured here holding NF 
placard on demonstration. 


Making war preparations 


Left to right: Paul Watson, Ken Elliott, Josephine Dowler, Martin Cox and John 
-Butterworth. 


Front launch attack to 
capture Bristol votes 


The National Front in Bristql this afternoon announced a 
blanket campaign to win votes in the city at the next General 


Election. 


They are ' fielding can- Bath. 
didates in each of the five 
Bristol constituencies, duate 
including. a former Tory and 
‘a former Labour supporter. 

A third candidate is Bris- day 


putting up a candidate in Dowler (26), a housewife 


and- mother-of-three. Her 


: Meigen gra- businessman husband Mr 
ohn 
(21) will fight Bristol West, Bristol 
He is a former Tory Mon- 
Club member and 


is the 


Butterworth Raymond Dowler 
activities 


branch’s 
organiser. : 
Mr Martin Cox 29), a 


tol housewife Mrs Josephine works as a commercial exe- sajes executive, is standing 


Dowler (26), the _ first cutive. 


woman NF candidate in the 


Former Labour Party sup- constituency. He_ is 
porter Mr Ken Elliott, a chairman of the Bristol NF 


in the Bristol North-West 
vice- 


a party also announced university technician, will branch. 


this afternoon that they will fight Bristol South. He has 


Mr Paul Watson (33), an 


be fighting the West consti- stood as a National Front audio engineer, will contest 


tuencies of 


Gloucester and Dorchester Bristol 


— and they are considering didate is Mrs 


ALL NF Branches and Groups should now 
be making their preparations for the greatest 
election effort ever mounted by the National 
Front. And if all Branches mounted the kind 
of assault planned by Bristol Branch, the 
party would easily achieve the 300 candidates 
we aim to field if the General Election is 
held after the middle of next year. 

In the October 1974 General Election, 
Bristol Branch fought 2 constituencies. At 
the next election they will be fighting five 
constituencies in the city, a really tremen- 
dous effort. The South-West Region as a 
whole, not an easy part of the world for NF 
expansion, is also putting its full weight 
behind the attack spearheaded by Bristol. 
Constituencies will be fought in Plymouth, 
Gloucester and Dorchester, none of which 
had NF candidates in the last General 
Election. 

Reproduced here is “ideal” NF pub- 


Plymouth, candidate in local elections. 


Bristol North-East. He lived 


South-East can- in Rhodesia with his wife 


Josephine after leaving the Army. 


licity from the Bristol Evening Post on the 
NF’s local election effort, giving an impres- 
sion to the public of strength and mobilised 
organisation. Wherever possible, Branches 
should be using the local press in this way, 
and make them aware of the party’s pre- 
parations. 

The next General Election will be a 
war for the NF, requiring total mobilisa- 
tion. Half the battle is winning the psycho- 
logical war, and that means making an 
impact on the minds of the local electorate 
now. 


FOCUS ON RHODESIA 
Free pamphlet issued by the Rhodesian 


Department of Information. Write to: 
S.E.-Rhodesia Association 552 Dekock St, 
Sunnyside, Pretoria 0002, South Africa. 
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NIGEL MUNSON 


Council bans: How to fight back 


THOSE units of the National Front who 
have suffered the injustice of being banned 
from iocal Council halls should take heart — 
machinery does exist for an appeal. 

The procedure is this. Anyone who 
believes he or she has suffered injustice 
because of maladministration by a local 
authority may be able to have their com- 
plaint examined by an independent local 
Commissioner — or Ombudsman. 

It must be realised that maladministra- 
tion refers to the way in which something 
has been handled — for example, if there has 
been unjustifiable delay, incompetence, neg- 
lect or prejudice — and not to the actual 
merits of the council’s decision. 

Provided the action complained of was 
taken on or after April 1, 1974, the Local 
Commissioner will decide whether to investi- 
gate the complaint. If the Commissioner 
finds that someone has suffered injustice 
because of maladministration, the local 
authority must tell him what they intend 
doing about it. 

Maladministration is not defined in the 
Local Government Act of 1974 and it will 
be for the Commissioner to decide whether 
it has occurred. But it refers to the manner 
in which a council’s decision has been taken. 
Maladministration may be taken to cover 
administrative action (or inaction) based on, 
or influenced by, improper considerations or 
conduct. 

Arbitrariness, malice or bias, including 
unfair discrimination, are examples of 
improper considerations. So, if you can 
show that you are victims of blatant political 
discrimination, and that should not be too 
difficult in many cases, you will have a strong 
case against the local council which banned 
you. 

It is that very point which we in the 
Thanet Branch have emphasised most strongly 
to the Ombudsman. The local district council 
banned us from their halls last October and 
we have been fighting them ever since. We 


have now complained to the Ombudsman 
that the council’s decision was a clear-cut 
case of unfair discrimination since the 
original motion put before the council was 
drawn up by extreme Left-wing councillors. 
A useful side-effect of our battle has been 
considerable front-page headlines in local 
newspapers. 


COUNCILS ACT ILLEGALLY 


The central plank of our contention is 
that ratepayers are being denied the use of 
facilities to which they contribute through 
the rating system simply because they choose 


to be members of a particular political - 


organisation. People have a perfect right to 
belong to the National Front, and our 
argument is that if councils take action 
against them simply because of that, then 
they are acting illegally under the terms of 
the 1974 Act. 

Wheels, of course, are turning slowly 
and you need a great deal of patience and 
persistence. So far as Thanet is concerned, 
the Ombudsman has now asked the council 
for their formal comments on our com- 
plaint. Quite how they are going to reply I 
don’t know, since any earlier meeting we 
held in their halls passed off peacefully. So 
they cannot claim they are protecting 
ratepayers’ property by banning us. 

There’s still a long way to go and, it 
need hardly be said, we may not win in the 
final analysis. But at least there does exist 
the chance to disturb the smugness of local 
councillors and I urge all other NF units in 
similar situations to follow our example. 

Organisers should write to the Com- 
mission for Local Administration in England 
at 21 Queen Anne’s Gate, London, SW1H 
9BU, asking for an explanatory booklet. It 
should be emphasised that a complainant 
cannot, in the first instance, appeal directly 
to the Ombudsman. Initially, this has to 
be done through a local councillor. 


BOOKS 


THE SONS OF LIBERTY now offer 
over 300 different titles of hard to find 
Nationalist books. Free list sent upon 
request. Write to. Sons of Liberty Box 
214, Metairie, Louisiana 70004, U.S.A. 


NEW! 
NATIONAL FRONT ‘T’ SHIRTS 


All sizes available 
£2.00 plus 25p postage 
Send to: 
RAY DOWLER, 
15 Upper Street, 
Knowle, Bristol BS4 3BU. 
Bristol Branch Organiser 


All patriots should read 


CANDOUR 


The British Views Letter 
founded by 
A. K. Chesterton 


Published by Candour Publishing Co. 
Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 


ANNUAL 
NATIONAL FRONT 
REMEMBRANCE DAY 
MARCH 


Sunday, 14th November 


Assemble near Victoria Station at 2.45 p.m. 
Assemble at GROSVENOR GARDENS 
not Bressenden Place as in previous years. 


FIND OUT ABOUT THE NATIONAL FRONT 


Send 15p for information pack. 


To: NATIONAL FRONT 
91 CONNAUGHT ROAD 
TEDDINGTON, MIDDX. 
(Tel. 01-977 2452) 


Page twenty 


Name 


Address 


| enclose 


Printed and published by Albion Press, Teddington, Middlesex 


